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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

VALE DISTRICT OFFICE
PG Box 700 (100 Oregon Street)
Vale, Oregon 97918

September 26, 1986
Dear Public Land User:

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Proposed Baker Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement
(Proposed RmMP/Final EIS) for the Baker Planning Area, Vale District, Oregon. The Bureau of Land Management has prepared this
document in partial fulfilment of its responsibilities under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the National
Environmental Policy Act of 19609.

The Proposed BMP/Final EIS is published in an abbreviated format and is designed to be used in conjunction with the Draft RMP/EIS
published in March 1986. Additional copies of the Draft RMP/EIS are available from the Bureau of Land Management, 1550 Dewey,
Baker, Oregon 97614 or 100 East Oregon Street. Vale, Oregon 97918,

This Proposed RMP/Final EIS contains a summary of the Draft RMP/EIS, an introduction, the proposed plan, text ravisions to the Draft,
public commaents received on the Draft. and the Bureau’s response to these commaents,

If you wish to comment for the District Manager's considerationin the development of thedecision. please submit your comments by
November 10. 1986. Your commants shoukd be sent to:

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
P O Box 700

Vale, Oregon 97918

The plan decisions will be based on the analysis contained in the EIS. any additional data available, public opinion, management
feasibility, policy and legal constraints. The approval of the plan will be documented in a record of decision, which will b8 mmpleted later
and will be available to the public.

The proposed plan cannot ba approved until the Governors of Oregon and Washington have had an opportunity to review it. Approval

of the plan will also be subjectto the final action on any protests that may be filed. Any person who participated in the planning process
and has an interest that may be adversely affected by the approval of this RMP may protest such approval. A protest may raise Only those
issues that were submitted for the record duringthe planning procass, and should be filed with the Director (202), Bureau of Land
Management. 1800 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240 within the official protest period ending November 10, 1986. Protests

must mntain the following information:

--The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest.
--A statement of the issue or issues being protested
--A statement of the part or parts of the plan being protested.

--A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the planning process of the protesting party. or an
indication of the date the issues were discussed for the record,

--A complete statement explaining why you feel the decision is wrong

Sincerely yours,

District Manager



Proposed Baker Resource
Management Plan and
Final Environmental
Impact Statement

Proposed RMP/Final EIS
Department of the Interior,

Bureau of Land Management

1. Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legislative ()

2. Abstract: This Proposed Resource Management
Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement discusses
Resource Management on 429,754 acres of public lands
administered by the Bureau of Land Management in the
Baker Resource Area of the Vale District. The Proposed
Plan would harvest timber on 25,353 acres with an
estimated sustained decadal harvest level of 27 million
board feet (MMBF); grazing management would continue
on 50,397 acres of Section 15 grazing lands (111 grazing
allotments); 50 miles of riparian zones would be prioritized
for management based on their condition and need;
wildlife and fish habitat would be maintained or improved
throughout the planning area; 18,306.86 acres would be
available for land tenure adjustment through exchange,
transferorsale; 139,160 acres would belimitedorclosed
to Off Road Vehicle use: nine Special Management Areas
totaling 38,988 acres would be designated as Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern: cultural, soil, water,
botanical, visual and recreational resourceswould be
maintained or improved.

3. Four alternatives are analyzed:
A. Continue Existing Management (No Action)
B. Emphasize Commodity Production
C. Emphasize Natural Environment Protection
D. Preferred

4. The public review and protest period will be 30 days,
ending November 13, 1986.

5 Ferfurther informationcontact:

Sam Montgomery

RMP/EIS Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Baker Resource Area

1550 Dewey

Baker, Oregon 97814



Summary

This Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement (Proposed RMP/Final
EIS) identifies and analyzes four multiple use alternatives
for managing public lands in the Baker Resource Area.
The RMP was prepared using the Bureau of Land
Management planning regulations issued underthe
authority of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976 (FLPMA). Each alternative represents a
complete, reasonable and implementable master plan that
provides a framework within which future, more site-
specific decisions would be made.

The RMP addresses the forestry, wildlife, minerals, lands,
watershed, fire, cultural, recreation, off-road vehicle and
special management area programsforthe entire Baker
Resource Area. It also addresses grazing management,
riparian zone management and competitive forage
allocation for 50,357 acres (located north of Baker County)
that are administered for grazing under Section 15 of the
Taylor Grazing Act.

This RMP dces not address grazing management, riparian
zone management orcompetitive forage allocationon
379,357 acres (located primarily in Baker County) that are
administered for grazing under Section 3 of the Taylor
Grazing Act. The 1981 Ironside Rangeland Program
summary (RPS) established and describesthese
programs for "Section 3" grazing lands. The Ironside RPS
will continue to be implemented under all the alternatives.

The Four Alternatives Are;

Preferred Alternative

This alternative would provide for production of resources
and protection of natural values. This alternative
represents the Bureau’s favored management approach.

1. Forage available for livestock on Section 15 lands
would remain at 4,258 AUMs.

2. Riparian zones on Section 15 lands would be
prioritized for management based on their need and
potentiat. Riparian zone management would emphasize
cooperative efforts with adjacent federal, state and private
landowners.

3. All forage on 3,700 acreswithin Cooperative Wildlife
Management Areas (approximately 350 AUMSs) would be
allocated to deer and elk on Section 15 areas.

4. A total of 18,307 acres of public lands would be
available for disposal pending site-specific study.

5. Nearly ail public lands would remain open for mineral
exploration and development. A total of 385 acres (less
than 1%) would be proposed for withdrawal from mineral
entry. Another 18,955 acres (2%) would be open to oil
and gas leasing with a “no surface occupancy” stipulation.
A seasonal oil and gas leasing restriction would apply to
201,720 acres (21.5%) due to wildlife considerations.

6. The 1 O-year sustainable harvest level would be
approximately27 million board feet (MMBF) froma
commercial forest land base of 25,353 acres.

7. Existing recreation facilities would be maintained or
improved, as funding allows, to mitigate damage and
sanitary problems associated with increased visitor use.
The natural characterof the BLM lands along the Grande
Ronde River, the Snake River and Joseph Creek will be
protected pending resolution of the wild and scenic
Issue.

8. Approximately 139,160 acres of public land would be
limited or closed to off-road vehicle use.

9. Nine SMAs would be designated as ACECs, including
one ONA and one RNA. Unique values within other
possible SMAs would be maintained under existing
authorities.

No Action (Current
Management) Alternative

This alternative would maintain the present management
under existing decisions of the Baker Management
Framework Plan {1979), Grande Ronde Management
Framework Plan (1976), Oil and Gas Management
Program {1975}, Timber Management Program for Eastern
Oregon and Washington (1976) and several resource
activity plans. Outputs from public lands and resources
would generally continue at the present level.

1. Forage available for livestock on Section 15 lands
would remain at the current level of 4,258 Animal Unit
Months {AUMSs).

2. Existing custodial management of riparian zones would
continue on Sectionl5 lands.

3. On Section 15 lands, all forage on 3,700 acres within
Cooperative Wildlife Management Areas (approximately
350 AUMSs) would continue to be allocated to deer and
elk.

4. About 20,000 acres of public land would be available
for disposal pending site-specific study.

5. All public lands would remain open for mineral
exploration and development. A total of 22,215 acres
(2.3%) would be open to leasing with “no surface
occupancy” stipulation, and 25,145 acres (2.6%) would
remain closed to leasing.

6. The 1 0-year sustained harvest level would be 28
MMBF from 31,290 acres of commercial forest lands.

7. Current recreation facilities would be maintained within
availablefunding.

8. The current Off Road Vehicle (ORV) designation would
remain in effect, with 120,528 acres limited or closed to
ORYV use. All lands in the Blue Mountain and Grande
Fionde Planning Units would remain open to ORV use,
except the South Fork of the Walla Walla Riverwhich is
now “limited”.

9. No Special Management Areas (SMAS) would be
designated. Unique values in possible SMAs would
continue to be protected under existing authorities.



Commodity Production
Alternative

This alternative would strive to maximize the utilization of
resources and produce the greatest possible revenue.
Conflicts would be resolved in favor of commodity
resources.

1. Forage available for livestock on Section 15 lands could
increase by 764 AUMs, to 5,022 AUMs.

2. Existing custodial management of riparian zones on
Section 15 lands would continue.

3. On Section 15 lands, all forage on 3,700 acres within
Cooperative Wildlife Management Areas (approximately
350 ALUMs) would be allocated to deer and elk.

4. An estimated 12,440 acres of public land would be
available for disposal, pending site-specific study.

5. All public lands would remain open for mineral
exploration and development. A total of 3,360 acres
(0.4%) would be open to oil and gas leasing with a “no
surface occupancy” stipulation. A seasonal oil and gas
leasing restriction would apply to 14,825 acres (1.6%) due
to wildlife habitat considerations.

6. The sustainable 10 year timber harvest level would be
approximately 29 MMBF from a commercial forest land
base of 26,026 acres.

7. Recreation sites would be redesigned to accommodate
increased visitor use, pending available funding.

8. Approximately 122,920 acres of public land would be
limited or closed to off-road vehicle use.

9. One SMA would be designated as an Outstanding
Natural Area {CNA) and an Area of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACEC). Unique values within other possible
SMASs areas would be maintained under existing
authorities.

Natural Environmental
Protection Alternative

This alternative emphasizes maximum protection of natural
values. Conflicts would be resolved in favor of protecting
natural values.

1. Forage available for livestock on Section 15 lands
would be reduced by 30 AUMs, to 4,228 AUMSs.

2. Livestock grazing would be excluded from 6 miles of
streams on Section 15 lands to protect riparian zones.

3. On Section 15 lands, All forage on 3,700 acres within
Cooperative Wildlife Management Areas (approximately
350 AUMs) would be allocated to deer and elk.

4. No public lands would be offered for sale, however
transfers and public agency leases would be permitted.
5. Nearly all public lands would remain open for mineral
exploration and development. A total of 1,630 acres (less
than 1%) would be proposed for withdrawal from mineral
entry 34,508 acres (4.7%) would be open to oil and gas
leasing with a “no surface occupancy” stipulation.
Seasonal restrictions on oil and gas leasing would apply

to 194,967 acres (20.8%) due to wildlife considerations.
6. The 10-year sustained timber harvest level would be
approximately 23 MMBF from a commercial forest land
base of 25,333 acres.

7. Recreation facilities would be maintained and
redesigned to mitigate overflow damage and sanitary
problems, pending available funding.

8. Approximately 142,380 acres of public land would be
limited or closed to off-road vehicle use.

9. Twelve SMAswould be designated as ACECs,
including one ONA and one Research Natural Area
(RNA). Unique values within other possible SMAs would
be maintained under existing authorities.

Table 1 summarizes the environmental consequences of
implementing each of the alternatives.



Table 1 Summary of Environmental Consequences and Comparison of Alternative
Allocations

Natural
current Commodity Resource
Unit of Preferred Manaaement Production  Protection
Measure Alternative (No Action) Alternative Alternative
Soil Condition/Trend ' + 0 +
Air Condition/Trend + + + +
Water
Quantty Condition/Trend + 0 +
Quality Condition/Trend + 0 +
Vegetation
Ecological Conditign Condition/Trend + 0 +
Plant Diversity Condition/Trend + 0 +
Threatened. Endangered
or Sersitive Species Condition/Trend + 0 0 +
(Protection)
Livestock Grazing (Section 15)
Available Forage AUMs 4,258 4,258 5,022 4,228
Riparian Zones Condition/Trend + 0 +
Wildlife
Terrestrial Hahita! Condition/Trend + 0
Fish Condition/Trend + 0
Threatened &
Endangered Species Condition/Trend + 0 0 +
Recreation
Visitor Use Leveis Trend + 0 +
CQua'ity of Experience Condition/Trend + 0 + +
Culturai Resources
(Enhancement) Condition/Trend + 0 0 +
Protection/Enhancement
of Visual Quality Trend + 0 +
Forest Products
Harvest Level MMBF 2.65 2.79 2.85 2.29
Off-Road Vehicle
Open Acres 290,594 309,226 306,834 287,374
Limited Acres 138,042 119,560 121,802 141,262
Closed Acres 1,118 968 1,118 1,118
Land Tenure Adjustment
Avallable for Disposal Acres 18,307 20,000 12,440 0
Mineral Resources
Withdrawals Acres 385 0 0 1,680
Locatable Minerals Trend 0 0
Leasable Minerals
Seasonal Stipulations Acres 201,720 15,815 194,967
No Surface Occupancy Acres 18,955 22,215 3,360 34,508
Closed to Leasing Acres 14,825 25,145 14,825 14,825
Saleable Minerals
Aggregate #of Pits 24 | 24 |
Economic Activity Trend + 0 +
Change in Local Personal Income Dollars 20,000 0 456,000 -102,000
Special Management Areas # of Areas 9 0 | 12
Protection of Values Trend + +
'0=No Change +=Increase = Decline

iv
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Chapter 1

Purpose and Need for Action

Introduction-The Planning
Area

This Resource Management Plan (RMP) addresses
429,754 acres of public land and an estimated 939,000
acres of subsurface mineral estate administered by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

The RMP consolidates three previously established
planning units into one planning area, which is called the
Baker Planning Area. The previous planning units were
the Baker, Blue Mountain and Grande Fionde Planning
Units.

BLM lands in the planning area are scattered throughout
six counties in northeast Oregon (Baker, Malheur, Morrow,
Umatilla, Union and Wallowa), and portions of two counties
in the southeast portion of Washington State (Asotin and
Garfield). Refer to Table 2 and Figure 1. The general land
pattern in the planning area is characterized by small to
moderate sized parcels of BL.M administered land that are
widely scattered and intermingled with private land, state
land, and land administered by the Forest Service (FS)

and other federal agencies.

Most of the BLM land in the planning area is located in
Baker and Malheur Counties (377,214 acres}, where the
largest and more closely blocked parcels occur. ELM lands
in the six northern counties of the planning area total

Table 2 Public Land Acreage, Baker
Resource Area

Federal (BLM)  Total Acreage

County __ Surface of County

Section 3 Grazing Area

Baker 367,168 1,930,240

Malheur 10,046 12,040

Wallowa 2,143 2,033,920
379,357

Section 15 Grazing Area

Morrow 2,328 1,317,900

Umatilla 13,178 2,065,280

Union 6,119 1,200,480

Wallowa 18,328 above

Asotin ' 10,374 109,235

Garfield ' 70 3,320

50,397
Total 429,754 8,772,415

1 Baker RA managed pertion only.



50,397 acres, and generally occur in smaller and more
widely scattered parcels.

BLM administered lands in the planning area are managed
by the Baker Resource Area office of the Vale BLM

district. The Baker Resource Area office is located in
Baker, Oregon and the Vale BLM district office is located
in Vale, Oregon, BLM lands in Asotin and Garfield
Counties in Washington State are managed by the Baker
Resource Area office under an interdistrict agreement
between the Vale and Spokane BLM district offices.

The planning area is bordered by the Snake River to the

east, the Columbia River and State Linetothe north, and
by Gilliam, Wheeler, Grant and Malheur Counties to the

west and south {refer to Map 1 and Figure 1).

The Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, a portion of the
Umatilla National Forest, the Hells Canyon National
Recreation Area, Boardman Bombing Range and the
Umatilla Army Depot are other major federal lands within
the boundaries of the planning area. The Umatilla Indian
Reservation and Bureau of Reclamation lands are also
within the planning area.

Purpose and Need

The Proposed Baker Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement will provide a
comprehensive framework for managing and allocating
public land and resources in the Baker Resource Area for
the next 10 or more years. The Proposed RMP will serve
as a master plan from which future, more site-specific
analysis and decisions will be made regarding allowable,
conditional or prohibited uses and activities.

More specifically, the Proposed RMP establishes:

* Resource condition goals and objectives;

-Allowable resource uses and levels of production;

« Areas for limited, restricted or exclusive resource uses;

« Areas for retention ortransferfrom BLM administration;

* Program constraints and general management practices;
» Specific management plans required;

* General resource monitoring standards.

This Proposed Resource Management Plan will provide
management direction and environmental analysis forthe
forestry, wildlife, watershed, fire, cultural, recreation, off-
road vehicle, and special management area programs for
the entire Baker Planning Area. it will also provide direction
and environmental analysis for grazing management,
riparian zone management, and competitive forage
allocation on 50,397 acres managed for grazing under
Section 15 of the Taylor Grazing Act. These "Section 15"
grazing lands are located in the six northern counties of
the planning area, and are scattered among 7 million acres
of private land, state land and land managed by other
federal agencies.

The Proposed Resource Management Plan will
supersede the 1979 Baker Management Framework Plan
andthe 1976 Grande Ronde Management Framework
Plan. However, this RMP will not supplant the 1981
Ironside Rangeland Program Summary/Record of
Decision (RPS), which was prepared for 379,357 acres in
the planning area that are managed under Section 3 of the
Taylor Grazing Act. These “Section 3" grazing lands are
located primarily in Baker County and the portion of
Malheur County within the planning area.

The Ironside RPS resulted from a thorough analysis
conducted in the Ironside Grazing Environmental Impact
Statement. It will continue to provide the basic grazing
management and forage use direction for Section 3
grazing lands in the planning area. The Ironside RPS will
be modified only to the extent that it is affected by other
resource decisions stemming from this RMP.

The second periodic update to the Ironside RPS was
attached to the draft RMP/E:1S. The Ironside RPS Update
describes the status of the grazing management program
on Section 3 grazing lands in the planning area.

This Proposed RMP/Final EIS, in conjunction with the
1980 Ironside Grazing Environmental Impact Statement, is
intended to satisfy for the Baker Resource area the court-
ordered requirement (U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia, ref. case No. 1983-73) for site-specific grazing
EISs on BLM administered grazing lands.

The Resource
Management Planning
Process

The Resource Management Planning Process involves
nine interrelated steps, as shown in Table 3.

The Baker RMP was initiated in the winter of 1985, and ihe
first six steps of the RMP process have been completed.
Public involvement was solicited during planning steps
numbers 1 and 2: the review of issues and development
of planning criteria. Public review and comment was also
requested during planning step number 5, when the
resource area published draft resource management
alternativesforpubliccomment.

This document represents planning step number 7b,
selection of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, and is subject
to a 30 day public comment period that closes November
10, 1986. The Final Resource Management Plan, Record
of Decision and Rangeland Program Summary will be
published in 1987.
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Table 3 Resource Management
Planning Process

1. Icenticaionof Issues Completed
2. Deveiopment of PlaringCr teria Completed
3. Invenory Dataand Irformaticn Cellection Conpleted
¢ Aralyzis of the Managemert Siuaton Completed
5 FormulationgfAlternativas Completed
6. Est mation of Effects Completed
7. Selector of aPreferred Allernacive

a. Draft RMPEIS Completed

b.Proposed RMF/FiRal EIS Completed
8.5e'action of the ResourceManagementPan/Recardof Decision  Winter1347
9. Monitorirg and Evaluaton Continuing

Resource Planning Issues
and Criteria

Public involvement was sought at an early stage in the
RMP process to identify important issues that needed to
be addressed by the management plan. A planning issue
is an anticipated or known concern about the use or
management of public lands or resources. Several specific
issueswere identified in public comments and by Baker
Resource Area staff, and serve as the focus for this
RMP/EIS.

After resource issues were identified, planning criteria
were developed to guide how the issues would be
addressed in the RMP. Planning criteria take into
consideration resource laws, policies and regulations, and
help the planning staff identify data needs, formulate land
use alternatives, and evaluate and select a preferred
alternative.

Following is a description of the primary planning issues
and criteria considered in this RMP.

Topic: Lands and Access

Issue 1. Which lands in the rescurce area are suitable for
disposal or acquisition to enhance management
efficiency?

Planning Criteria:
a. ldentify lands that are difficult or uneconomical to
manage because of scattered, isolated patterns/or

insufficient resource values.

b. Give emphasis to needs of other federal, stale, and
local government and communities for disposal lands.

c. Assign priorities to land tenure adjustments,

Issue 2. Which lands need legal access to enhance their
management and use?

Planning Criteria:

a. ldentify areas where access is lacking and areas where
access is needed.

b. Assign priorities to access needs

Issue 3. Which areas of public land would be suitable as
right-of-way routes for major utilities, i.e., 69 KV or larger
powerlines, 6-inch or larger pipelines, railroads, and
improved and maintained roads?

Planning Criteria:
a. ldentify avoidance or exclusion areas,

b. Designate corridor or corridor segments based on
existing facilities.

c. Designate communication sites (existing and proposed)
that could be available for existing facilities.

Topic: Forest Management

Issue 1. Which forest lands and woodlands should be
intensively managed forwood products and which should
be managed principally to benefit other resources (i.e.,
watershed, wildlife, livestock grazing, etc.)?

Planning Criteria

a. Classify forest lands according to their timber production
capabilities.

b. Considerother resource values as well as forest and
woodland products.

c. Give overmature, diseased, or insect infected woodland
and forest land stands highest priority for management.

d. Designate firewood cutting areas for public use (private
orcommercial).

e. The level of timber and woodland production should
not exceed sustained yield harvest capability.

f. Assume all forest and woodland management practices
will comply with state forest practice rules and meet water
quality best management practices.

Topic: Mineral Resources
Issue 1. What areas of public land should be withdrawn
from mineral entry?

Planning Criteria:

a. |dentify public lands with potential for development of
locatable minerals.



Issue 2. In what areas should mineral leasing be
encouraged?

Planning Criteria:

a. ldentify public lands that contain potentially valuable
leasable mineral resources (i.e. coal, oil and gas).

b. Review the special and no occupancy stipulation areas
associated with the Vale District Programmatic
Environmental Analysis and determine if they need
revisionforthe Baker Resource Area.

Issue 3. In what areas should mineral materials be
developed?

Planning Criteria:

a. ldentify areas suitable for management of mineral
material disposal (i.e. decorative stone, rip-rap, sand and
gravel, rock sources for aggregate, etc.), considering
present and future demands and the needs of local
governments and agencies.

b. Identify areas where mineral materials are readily
available from commercial suppliers and determine if sales
from public lands within those areas should be limited.

¢. Review all material site rights-of-way in the Baker
Resource Areaforappropriate size andfrequencyof use.
Also identify sites that would better serve the public as
free use permits or community pits.

d. Identify and prioritize mining disturbed areas for
reclamation.

e. Insure that reclamation meets federal and state
requirements.

Topic: Rangelands

Issue 1. What should BLM’s grazing management
program be for lands managed under Section 15 of the
Taylor Grazing Act, and located primarily in the Blue
Mountain and Grande Ronde management areas (Morrow,
Umatilla, Union, Wallowa, Garfield and Asotin counties)?

Planning Criteria:

a. Allocate vegetation for livestock, wildlife, watershed
protection, scenic quality, threatened and endangered
species, and other multiple use considerations.

b. Identify changes or additional range management
practices needed to achieve other resource objectives
identified in the RMP.

Topic: Recreation

Issue 1. In what areas should recreation activities be the
predominant use, considering projected recreation
demands within the area, visitor and resource protection

capability, public access, and compatibility with othe)
uses?

Planning Criteria:

a. Emphasize resource dependent recreation activities
ratherthan those that are more dependent on facilities
(except in areas of identified health and safety needs).

b. Use visitor information/interpretation to enhance
recrration experiences, promote safety, reduce user
conflicts and protect resource values.

c. Provide access to natural and recreational areas where
appropriate.

d. Considerthe effectiveness of the current ORV plan and
use designations, and if it should be changed to improve
management.

Issue 2. How should the public land fronting the Grande
Ronde River in Wallowa and Asotin counties be managed
to protect the river's outstanding natural values?

Planning Criteria:

a. Determine the need fordeveloping or establishing
access points.

b. Considerthe demand and use for the various resource
uses on the river, given the need for protecting and
maintaining the quality of the resource.

Topic: Special Management Area Designations

Issue 1. What areas on the public lands need special
management attention to protect important historic,
cultural or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources or
other natural systems or processes, or to protect people
from natural hazards?

Planning Criteria:

a. Consider potential sites for designation as Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), Research Natural
Areas (RNA), or Outstanding Natural Areas (ONA).

b. Identify areas having threatened and endangered plant
and animal species, endemic vegetation communities,
and important cultural, scenic, paleontological and wildlife
resource values.

c. Evaluate the potential for managing sites through
multiple use constraint prescriptions as well as through
designation.

Issue 2. How can the remaining segments of the Oregon
Trail on public lands be protected?



Planning Criteria:

a. Emphasize cooperative management with local and
special interest groups.

b. Give priority to information/interpretation facilities for
protection of the trail.

c. Evaluate potential for managementthrough multiple
use, special designations, and National Park Service
management policy and plan recommendations.

Topic: Fire Management

Issue 1. Where, when and under what circumstances
should BLM use prescribed fire through planned and
unplanned ignitions as a management tool?

Planning Criteria:

a. Coordinate all suppression, presuppression, and
prescribed fire activities with other resource concerns to
insure maximum benelitsor protection.

b. Identify areas where a suppression policy should be
established, using criteria such as fuel types, resource
values, access, ownership, and adjacent landowner
policies (federal and state).

c. Propose management of fires or initiation of prescribed
burns to maintain natural ecosystemsorto manipulate
vegetation types.

Topic: Riparian Areas

Issue 1. How should BLM manage riparian zones on
Section 15 grazing lands to benefit wildlife, fisheries,
livestock grazing. visual resources, and water quality and

quantity.

Planning Criteria:

a. |dentify riparian areas in need of management that affect
anadrcmous fisheries and/or crucial wildlife habitat,
livestock grazing and water quality.

b. Recommend management practices that would protect
maintain or enhance riparian zones.

Topic: Wildlife Habitat
Issue 1. How should BLM manage habitat to meet wildlife
needs?

Planning Criteria:

a. ldentify important habitats, and their condition and
carrying capacity.

b. Classify lands according to their value as habitats.

c. Implement management systems in cooperation with
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington
Department of Game or other agencies to protect,
maintain and enhance habitats managed by BLM.



Chapter 2
Proposed Resource Management
Plan

Introduction

Chapter 2 describes the Proposed Resource
Management Plan, which is essentially the same as the
Preferred Alternative identified in the Draft Baker
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft RMP/EIS). The Proposed RMP provides
for a balanced level of resource development,
conservation and protection. It also best resolves issues
raised during the planning process, satisfies the planning
criteria, responses to public input, and mitigates the
environmental consequences.

Approval of the Proposed RMP will mark the completion of
one stage of the planning process. The RMP is not a final
implementation decision on actions that require further
specific plans, or decisions under specific provisions of
laws and regulations. Additional specific plans or activity
plans, such as habitat management plans (HMPs), will be
done through the resource activity programs. Procedures
and methods for accomplishing the objectives of the RMP
will be developed through the activity plan. Further
environmental analyses will be conducted, and additional
engineering and other studies or project plans will be
completed if needed.

Livestock Grazing
Management

In the short term, grazing leases on Section 15 lands will
continue to be issued at current levels, providing 4,258
AUMSs. In later years, the level of grazing authorized on
Section 15 lands will depend on the other resources
values identified forthese lands, and on which lands are
ultimately recommended for disposal or retention.
However, some adjustments could be made depending
upon monitoring and rancher investments. (Refer to the
Land Tenure section for more information on land
retention and disposal).

The lessees could undertake range improvements
consistent with BLM objectives and subject to specific
approval by BLM. Range improvements will be periodically
inspected for maintenance compliance.

The Ironside RPS will continue to be implemented on
Section 3 grazing lands.

Relict vegetation areas identified by the Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) will be protected to preserve these areas.
Each site will be evaluated individually to identify the
management necessary for protection. Management
action could include fencing or grazing system
adjustments. This effort will be coordinated with SCS.



Riparian Zone
Management

Ten miles of uninventoried perennial riparian streams will
be inventoried. Management programs for riparian zone
recovery will be developed according to the following
criteria:

1. location, size and significance of a riparian zone relative
to itswatershed,;

2. current ecologic and scenic condition of a riparian zone
relative to its potential:

3. whether a riparian zone is perennial or intermittent;

4. whether a riparian zone has potential for anadromous
fish.

Recovery plans will put primary emphasis on state, federal
and private cooperative efforts.

Management actions within Section 15 grazing area
riparian zones will include measures to protect or restore
natural functions (Appendix A), as defined by Executive
Orders 11988 and 11992.

Wildlife and Fish Habitat
Management

Wildlife habitat conditionswill be maintained, or enhanced
whereveropportunities are identified. The resource area
will continue to work cooperatively with Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and Washington
State Department of Game (WDG) to help achieve regional
big game population objectives.

Habitat manipulation will be undertaken wherever needed
to increase habitat diversity and quality to maintain a wide
variety of game and non-game wildlife species. Wildlife
improvement projects will include prescribed burns, small
clearcuts, plantings, seedings, interseedings, fencing and
streambank improvements.

Exclosures will be maintained or enhanced. Additional
exclosures will be built in high value wildlife areas if
alternative management practices of other resources do
not improve habitat conditions within a reasonable amount
of time.

Fish habitat improvements will be concentrated on

streams in poorto fair condition. The Resource Area will
emphasize cooperative efforts with other management
agencies, especiallyto benefit anadromousfish habitat.

Inventories and monitoring will be increased as funding
and manpower permits. Refer to the section on monitoring
at the end of this chapter.

Habitat management plans will be developed for
economically important wildlife, and threatened,

endangered and sensitive species in identified wildlife
habitat areas. Wildlife habitat objectives will continue to be
included in all resource activity plans (such as allotment
management plans, forest management plans and fire
management plans).

Reintroduction and introduction of endemic wildlife and
fisheries species will be pursued in suitable habitats on
public lands, in cooperation withthe ODFW and WDG.

Existing cooperative agreements with ODFW and WDG on
Cooperative Wildlife Management Areaswill continue.

All forage within these Cooperative Wildlife Management
Areas (approximately350 AUMS) will be allocated to
wildlife.

Threatened, Endangered
and Sensitive Species
Management

Locations ofthreatened, endangered (T&E), and
sensitive species will be avoided through site-specitic
assessments and stipulations on proposed land
disturbing activities. Inventories will be conducted lfor T&E
and sensitive species. Habitat management plans will be
written on habitat areas determined through the
inventories. Management activities in the habitat of T&E or
sensitive species will be designed specifically to benefit
these species through habitat improvement or acquisition.

ODFW, WDG and/orthe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) will be consulted before implementing projects
that could affect habitat for T&E or sensitive species. If a
possible adverse impact on T&E species is determined
through the BLM'’s biological assessment process, formal
consultations with the USFWS would be initiated under
Section 7 ¢f the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended.

The existing platforms forfermginous hawks will be
maintained and monitored. New platforms will be installed,
contingent upon funding. Suitable habitat for Celumbian
sharp-tailed grouse will be inventoried and the species
could be reintroduced in cooperation with ODFW.

The cooperative Bald Eagle Management Plan for Unity
Reservoir Nesting Bald Eagles will be continued. Winter
and spring inventories on bald eagles, Swainson’s and
ferruginous hawks will be continued.

Land Tenure and Realty
Management

Lands in the planning area will be placed in one of the the
following land tenure classification zones. Details for land
tenure adjustment are contained in Appendix F.



1) Retention zone lands in the retention zone are those
that best serve the management missions of BLM and
have higher public public value: including multiple use,
management efficiency and public access to resources; or
that have national, statewide or regional resource values.
For example, lands that have significant values for
threatened or endangered species, National Register
cultural sites, wildlife habitat, riparian zones or mineral
production were placed in the retention zone. These
lands would generally be retained in public ownership.
Most acquisition (primarily by exchange) would occur in
this zone. No land sales would be permitted in this zone,
however exchanges may be considered to acquire other
retention zone lands that would enhance resource
management programs or improve public service. The
exception to land sales in the retention zone would be the
existing landfills at Halfway, Richland, Unity and Baker,
which would be transferred to these communities either
by sale or exchange. A total of 411,447 .14 acres of land is
in this zone.

2) Disposal zone lands in the disposal zone are those that
are inefficient to manage because of their small size or
isolation, or that have no known or low resource values.
These lands would be available for disposal pending site-
specific analysis. If site-specific analysis determines that
national, statewide or regional resource values exist, the
landwould be placed in the retention zone. Atotal of
18,306.86 acres is in this category. These lands are listed
in Appendix F.

Legal access would be acquired primarily to benefit overall
management and use of the resource. Access would be
limited in areas where signiticant resource deterioration
could result.

Major utilities would be encouraged to use existing
designated corridors and sites shown on Map 6 in the
Draft RMP/EIS. Corridor widths vary, but are a minimum of
2,000 feel. Sensitive resource values would be protected
along corridors and sites, primarily through avoidance
stipulations. Additional rights-of-way for local utility
distribution or access to public lands would be authorized
on a case-by-case basis when consistent with the RMP
objective and allocations for the area. All rights-of-way
applications will be reviewed to avoid a proliferation of
separate, unnecessary rights-of-way.

Use authorization including FCMPA Section 302
permit/leases would be permitted on a case by case basis.

Public lands in areas of high public use or that have high
potential to incur unauthorized use will be signed to the
extent practicable with available funding.

Mineral Resource
Management

Federal mineral estate lands not withdrawn from mineral
entry will remain open and available for mineral
development. BLM policy encourages development of
public land mineral resources in a mannerthat satisfies
national and local needs and provides for economically
and environmentally sound exploration, extraction and
reclamation practices.

Except where noted under Special Management Areas
and Cu'ltural Resources, no new protective withdrawals will
be proposed and recommended to the Secretary of the
Interior unless a resource cannot be protected or adverse
effects mitigated through existing regulations.

All surface disturbance resulting from locatable mineral
development will be regulated under the 43 CFR 3809
and 3802 regulations as set forth in Appendix A. Notices
of noncompliance will be issued where operators fail to
prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the public
land. In these instances BLM will require suspensionof
operation until compliance errors or violations are
corrected.

Compliance inspections on all active mining exploration
and develop will be increased to two or more per year,
contingent on funding. Inspections of operations in areas
with resource values that have mandatory protection, such
as habitat for T&E species or National Register-eligible
sites, would be given the highest priority. Inspections of
operations in areas with resource values such as riparian
zones and fragile watersheds will be given the next
highest priority. Environmental review of plans of
operation will emphasize protective stipulations for natural
and cultural values,

Unleased BLM administered mineral estate open to oil and
gas leasing will be leased to qualified applicants.

Proposed oil and gas development activities will be
evaluated using the Vale District Programmatic
Environmental Analysis. Geothermal lease applications will
be evaluated by an environmental review prior to issuance
of a lease.

About 75 percent of the Federal mineral estate managed
by BLM will be open to leasing and development with
standard stipulations (see Appendix A). Areas with
important wildlife habitat will be open for leasing with
restrictive seasonal stipulations. Three of the SMAs that
will be designated under this alternative will be open for
leasing with a “no surface occupancy” stipulation.

Of the 14,825 acres closed to leasing, 13,857 are located
within the three wilderness study areas in the planning
area. If these acres are not designated as wilderness, they
will be categorized as open for leasing with restrictive
seasonal stipulations to protect wintering bald eagles.



Common varieties of sand, gravel, stone and cinders will
continue to be sold. Government entities and nonprofit
organizations will continue to obtain mineral materials
through free use permits. New quarry sites will be
developed as needed, if they are consistent with
protection of other resource values.

Material site rights-of-way will continue to be reviewed
jointly with the Oregon Department of Highways. Those
that are no longer needed will be revoked and reclaimed
Some may be replaced with free use permits.

Mineral material sales and free use permits will continue to
be authorized from the existing community pit and other
existing sites on a demand basis. In addition, as funds
become available 24 potential community pit aggregate
sites will be evaluated and production of mineral materials
will be maximized consistent with demand and protection
of other resource values.

As funds are available, tracts in the Troy Basin with lignite
potential will be inventoried as part of the continuing
resource inventory process.

Soils and Watershed
Management

Watershed concerns will be the central issue addressed in
site-specific planning for areas with fragile soils. All
proposed resource projects and surface disturbance will
be reviewed to ensure that soils/watersheds are
protected, rehabilitated or improved. Disturbance on
fragile soils will be minimized.

The Morgan Creek Watershed Management Plan will
continue to be implemented. Additionalwatershed planc
N2ine developed and implemented in conjunction with
other resource activity plans.

Forest Management

A new forest inventory completed in 1985 redefined the

sustainable harvest base acreage for the planning area.
This revised base acreage will be used to determine the

allowable harvest level for the next 10-year allowable cut
period, which begins in 1988.

The 1 O-year sustainable harvest level will be approximately
27 Million Board Feet (MMBF) from a commercial forest
land base of 25,353 acres.

Timber harvest will be excluded on approximately 673
acres of land recommended for Special Management
Areas and on 3,304 acres that are considered to be
economically non-operable.

Intensity of management for timber production will be
adjusted on 3,914 acres to accommodate other significant
resource values (e.g., clearcuts will be designed to
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maintain proper forage/cover ratios, and only light
shelterwood cuts will be performed in scenic vistas or on
critical watersheds). This area includes 1,266 acres (5
percent of the total commercial forest land base) that will
be managed to maintain stands containing all timber age
classes to improve old-growth distribution for wildlife.
Other resource protection measures will be utilized
according to site-specific requirements. Even-aged
management will be practiced on the remaining 21,437
acres through the use of clearcutting or shelterwood
harvest systems.

Road closures and construction standards will depend on
site requirements and anticipated future use as
determined by forest management activity plans.

Site preparation, planting, and precommercial and
commercial thinning will be conducted to maintain the
allowable cut and benefit other resource values,
particularly wildlife habitat and watershed.

About 4,000 acres of suitable woodlands will be excluded
from harvest to protect mule deerwinter range. The
remaining 37,273 acres could be managed to produce an
estimated sustainable 10-year harvest level of 9,800 cords
of woodland products. However, demand sales of
woodland products will be in areas where cutting would
benefit other resources.

Fire Management

Fires that threaten personal property, improvements, or
that would cause long term losses in resources will be
suppressed asquickly as possible. A revised and
comprehensive fire management plan will be prepared
that emphasizesthe use of prescribed burning and
intensive management of unplanned ignitions to help
meet ecosite and habitat objectives. The Forest
Service/BLM cooperative Elkhorn Fire Management Plan
for the Hunt Mountain area will continue to be
implemented.

Rehabilitation guidelines will be included in the fire
management plan. Specific rehabilitation plans will also be
prepared on a case-by-case basis.

Cultural Resource
Management

Any ground disturbing projects or activities on BLM land,
or authorized BLM action, will comply with Section 1060f
the National Historic Preservation Act (as amended),
Executive Order 11593, federal regulations (36 CFR 800,
36 CFR 60) and ELM manual directives for protection and
management of cultural resources (see Appendix A). The
State Historic Preservation Offices of Oregon and
Washington and the National Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation will be consulted. All National Register or



National Register eligible cultural properties will be
protected and maintained.

Twenty-eight sites that are potentially eligible for the
National Registerwill be enhanced through intensive
management, such as stabilization, investigation and
interpretation. The Oregon Trail on BLM land will be
monitored annually. Management plans will be developed
to protect the Oregon Trail. Twelve sites and two potential
districts will be evaluated for nomination to the National
Register.

Cooperative agreements for surveillance and patrol will be
developed withotherfederal agenciesto enhance
protection of cultural resources outside Baker County.

Paleontological Resource
Management

Paleontological resources will be maintained and
protected through review of individual surfacedisturbing
proposals. In addition, known sites will be evaluated and
monitored regularly, and potential sites will be inventoried.
A regional data review and evaluation of paleontological
resources will be completed. The Unity Paleontological
Area has been identifiedforfurther study as a potential
special management area.

Recreation Management

The lower segment of the Grande Ronde Riverfrom the
confluence of the Wallowa River to the Snake River, and
portions of the Snake River and Joseph Creek, have been
identified by the National Park Service in its Nationwide
Rivers Inventory as suitable for studyforwild and scenic
values. The Bureau of Land Management recommends
that these rivers be established as study rivers under
Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Following
establishment, BLM recommends that a study be
authorized and completed to determine the suitability of
these streams for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. Should the study indicate the rivers, or
segments thereof, to be suitable, Congress may
designate them as wild, scenic or recreation rivers as
appropriate.

A 33-mile segment of the Snake River, from the Forest
Service boundary to Asotin, Washington, is a Section 5(a)
Study Riverunderthe Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The
studyforthis river segment was completed by the National
Park Service and submitted to Congress on April 26,

1985.

The BLM in the interim will protect the natural character of
its lands along these rivers, pending determination of the
rivers’suitabilityfordesignation.

Cooperative management of the Wallowa and Grande
Ronde rivers with the U.S. Forest Service will continue.
BLM will take a more active role in managing public lands
along the riverfrom a few miles upstream of Wildcat Creek
to the confluence of the Snake River. A river management
plan will be prepared to enhance the river's natural and
recreation values. Also referto the Special Management
Area section of this chapterfor management of the
Grande Ronde as an ACEC.

Facilities at the Flagstaff Hill segment of the Oregon
National Historic Trail Special Recreation Management
Area (SRMA) will be maintained. A management plan for
this SRMA will be prepared to enhance visitor use of the
site. The resource area will continue to work with local
interest groups on Oregon Trail management.

Existingfacilitieson Extensive Recreation Management
Areas (ERMAS) could be redesigned, and measures will
be taken to mitigate site overflow damage and sanitary
problems associated with increased visitor use.

Where development is identified and funding is made
available, additional facilities could be developed on sites
that do not have significant conflicts with soil, watershed,
riparian, aquatic or wildlife resources.

Public lands on the South Fork of the Walla Walla River
could be leased under the authority of the Recreation and
Public Purposes Act10 Umatilla County for management
as a recreation area in conjunction with Harris Park

Off Road Vehicle Use

The ORV designations for Baker County and the South
Fork of the Walla Walla River will remain in effect. In
addition, the proposed Joseph Creek ONA will be
designated as closed/limited and the other eight
proposed SMAs will be designated as limited to
designated roads and trails for ORV use. All other lands in
the planning area (35,391 acres) will be designated as
open to ORV use.

Special Management
Areas

Under the proposed plan, nine possible special
management areas totaling 38,988 acres will be
designated and managed as ACECs; including the
Joseph Creek ONA/ACEC and the Keating Riparian
RNA/ACEC. Management plans will be developed and
special management prescriptions will be implemented in
all areas designated as SMAs, commensurate with
available funding. Where needs are identified in specific
management plans, fencing or signing may occur to
protect unique natural and scenic values. Lands may be
acquired to benefit and enhance resource values in
special management areas. All existing cooperative

11



management agreements involving SMAS will be
continued.

Ten areas were identified as requiring additional study.
{Referto Table 26 of the Draft RMP/EIS.) In cooperation
with the Natural Heritage Programs of Oregon and
Washington, all areas identified as needing study or
special management will be evaluated to determine if they
meet the criteria for ACEC designation. Appropriate
interim protection measures will be implemented for areas
that meet the criteria until formal designation, if
appropriate, can be addressed in an RMP amendment.

Joseph Creek: Public lands on Joseph Creek (3,360
acres), between Tamarack and Cottonwood Creeks, will
be designated and managed as an ONA/ACEC to protect
natural qualities of the stream riparian zone, wildlife habitat,
high scenic qualities, and outstanding geologic system
values for educational and recreational purposes.
Cooperation with the Washington Department of Game will
continue to maintain and improve wildlife habitat in the
Chief Joseph Wildlife Management Area. Wildlife habitat
will be managed to improve forage and habitat
requirements. Existing anadromous fish habitat will be
maintained. Management plans will be developed to
provide recreationopportunitiescompatible with
protecting the natural riparian system on Joseph Creek.
Land immediately adjacent to Joseph Creek will be closed
to off-road vehicle use (150 acres); remaining landswill be
limited to designated roads for off-road vehicle use.
Incompatible uses will be excluded. A"no surface
occupancy” restriction for oil and gas exploration and
development will be applied. Timber harvest will be
excluded on 80 acres of economically non-operable
timber land. Riparian vegetation will be maintained or
improved through intensive livestock management, which
may include fencing. Lands may be acquired to benefit
natural and wildlife values.

Grande Ronde: Public lands on the Grande Ronde
River (9,715 acres) in Oregon and Washington, and on
the Snake River in Washington, will be designated and
managed as an ACEC to provide and enhance recreation
opportunities, to promote protection and interpretation of
the area’s unique natural, scenic, geologic, ecologic, and
cultural resource values; and to protect wildlife habitat.
The visual resource will be protected within the viewshed
corridor along the rivers. Only those uses compatible with
maintaining visual resource classifications will be allowed.
The area will be managed to maintain and provide habitat
for bald eagles, raptors, game and non-game species, and
anadromous fish in cooperation with federal and state
agencies. A recreation management plan will be
developed to protect natural and recreation values. Lands
may be acquired to enhance wildlife habitat and
recreational opportunities. A “no surface occupancy”
restriction will be applied to oil and gas exploration or
development. Off-road vehicle use will be limited to
designated roads and trails.
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Keating Riparian: BLM lands on Balm, Clover, and
Sawmill Creeks (2,173 acres), in the Keating Valley area,
will be designated and managed as an ACEC to protect
riparian values and wildlife habitat. To protect and maintain
natural riparian ecologic systems for research and
educational purposes, a combination of 80 acres of Balm,
Clover and Sawmill Creeks will be designated as an RNA.
Incompatible uses inthe RNA will be excluded, including
livestock grazing and commercial timber harvest. A
withdrawal from mineral entry will be pursued on 185 acres
to protect the RNA. Compatible recreation uses will be
permitted in the RNA. Riparian habitat will be maintained
through intensive livestock grazing management or
fencing to improve potential Columbian sharp-tailed
grouse reintroduction habitat. Off-road vehicle use will be
limited to designated roads and trails.

Powder River Canyon: Public lands in the Powder
River Canyon (5,880 acres), between Thief Valley
Reservoir and Highway 203 in the Keating Valley, will be
designated and managed as an ACEC to protect raptor
habitat, wildlife habitat, and to maintain scenic qualities
while allowing for compatible recreation uses. The area will
be managed to meet forage and habitat needs for big
game, bald eagles and golden eagles, as recommended
by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and
consistent with legislated authority. Incompatible uses
within the canyon and adjacent upland will be excluded,
including new road development. Good riparian
conditions will be maintained by continuing intensive
livestock management. A “no surface occupancy”
restriction will be applied to mineral leasing and
development. Off-road vehicle use will be limited to
designated roads and trails.

Unity Reservoir Bald Eagle Nest Habitat; BLM

lands on the North Fork of the Burnt River (360) acres, a
potential bald eagle nest area, will be designated as an
ACEC and managed to protect habitat consistent with the
Endangered Species Act and Pacific States Bald Eagle
Recovery Plan. Consistent with the Unity Reservoir Bald
Eagle Management Plan, 200 of these acres will be
designated and managed as an ACEC. The remaining 160
acres are under a Bureau o Reclamation project
withdrawal for Unity Reservoir, and will also be managed to
protect bald eagle habitat. Incompatible uses will be
excluded, includingfirewoodcutting, commercial timber
harvest, and major development actions. Off-road vehicle
use will be limited to designated roads and trails.
Additional seasonal road closure restrictions may be
applied. No new roads will be developed. Seasonal
restrictions will be applied to oil and gas exploration and
development.

Hunt Mountain; BLM lands on Hunt Mountain (2230

acres) will be designated and managed as an ACEC to
protect and maintain habitat for mountain goats and big
game, and to protect habitat for sensitive plant species
identified by the Oregon Natural Heritage Program. The



existing exclusion of livestock grazing will be continued.
Timber harvest will be limited to prescriptions that promote
wildlife and sensitive plant habitat. Off-road vehicle use will
be limited to designated roads and trails.

Oregon Trail: Seven parcels of BLM lands with sites of
the Oregon National Historic Trail (1,495 acres) will be
designated and managed as an ACEC to preserve the
unigue cultural and visual qualities of these areas.
Management plansforpreservation, public information
and interpretation will be developed. New uses
incompatible with maintaining visual qualities or providing
public interpretation will be excluded in a 1/2 mile corridor.
Awithdrawal from mineral entry under the mining laws will
be proposed on about 200 acres of public land for trail
sites at Flagstaff Hill, Straw Ranch, and Echo Meadows.
Off-road vehicle use will be limited to designated roads
and trails. Lands may be acquired to enhance recreational
opportunities.

Sheep Mountain: BLM lands in the Sheep Mountain
area (5,398 acres, between Pine Creek and Brownlee
Reservoir), including a portion of the Sheep Mountain
WSA, will be designated and managed as an ACEC to
protect outstanding scenic qualities, wildlife and bald
eagle habitat. Incompatible uses will be excluded,
including harvest of economically non-operable timber.
Seasonal restrictions for oil and gas exploration and
development will be applied. Lands may be acquired to
benefit bald eagle habitat. Off-road vehicle use will be
limited to designated roads and trails.

Homestead: BLM lands on the Snake River Breaks near
Homestead (8,537 acres, between Pine Creek and
Nelson Creek) will be designated and managed as an
ACEC to protect outstanding scenic qualities, and wildlife,
bald eagle and sensitive plant habitat. Incompatible uses
will be excluded. The area will be managed to meet forage
and habitat requirements for game and non-game
species, as recommended by the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife. Seasonal restrictions will be applied to oil
and gas exploration and development. Off-road vehicle
use will be limited to designated roads and trails

The following three areas considered for special
management will not be designated at thistime. Existing
legislation and authorities will provide protection of values,
and the following management objectives will be applied.

Haplopappus Radiatus: All population localities of
Haplopappus radiatus will be maintained and protected
consistent with the Endangered Species Act. Studies will
be implefnented on known dispersed populations to
evaluate the need for special management designationof
a suitable locality as a Research Natural Area. Off-road
vehicle use will be limited to designated roads and trails.

Little Lookout Mountain: BLM lands on Little
Lookout Mountain will not be designated as a special
management area. Management objectives will be to
maintain current natural vegetation diversity and to
maintain or improve riparian vegetation by intensive
livestock management.

Big Lookout Mountain Aspen: BLM lands including
dispersed aspen communities will not be designated as a
special management area. A habitat management plan will
be developed to provide habitat diversity forgame and
non-game species, including maintaining the viability of
the aspen covertype through selective management
practices. Off-road vehicle use will be limited to

designated roads and trails.

Wilderness

The Bureau’s Interim Management Policyfor Wilderness
Study Areas will continue to guide management in the
three W3As in the planning area. The possibility that
these areas may be designated as wilderness will be
recognized in all land and resource use decisions.

The recently designated McGraw Creek Wilderness Area
will be managed by the U.S. Forest Service under
cooperative agreement.

Visual Resources

Visual resources in the planning area have been classified
according to BLM’s visual resource management criteria.
These criteria include scenicquality, visual sensitivity and
viewing distance, and have resulted in the Visual
Resource Management (VRM) classification shown in
Table 18 and Map 5 of the Draft RMP/EIS. The four VRM
classification deline management objectives and the
degree of visual change that will be acceptable within a
landscape.

Noxious Weed Control

Infestations of noxious weeds are known to occur on
some public lands in the planning area. The most common
noxious weeds are diffuse, spotted and Russian
knapweed, yellow starthistle, Canadian thistle, whitetop
and yellow leafy spurge. Control methods will be
proposed and subject to site specific environmental
analyses. Control methods will not be considered unless
the weeds are confined to public lands or control efforts
are coordinated with owners of adjoining infested private
lands.

BLM is preparing a supplement to its recent environmental
impact statement on noxious weeds control on BLM lands
in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana and Wyoming.
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Grasshopper Control

Grasshopper outbreaks occur periodically on and adjacent
to public lands in the planning area. A93.000 acre area
that Included 41,000 acres of public land was sprayed in
1985. During 1986, approximately 32,960 acres of public
lands were treated.

The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service USDA is
preparing a new "Rangeland Grasshopper Cooperative
Management Program Environmental Impact Statement”.
BLM will analyze impacts of grasshopper control on BLM
land in a process tiered to that EIS.

Withdrawal Review

Review of other agency withdrawals is expected to be
completed in 1991, as required by the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976, Section 204 (1).
These withdrawals will be continued, modified or revoked.
Upon revocation or modification, part of all of the
withdrawn land may revertl0 BLM management. Current
BLM policy is to minimize the acreage of public land
withdrawn from mining and mineral leasing, and, where
applicable, to replace existing withdrawalswith rights-of-
way leases. permits or cooperative agreements.
Approximately 140,000 acres of land administered by
other federal agencies will be involved in this withdrawal
review.

Requirements for Further
Environmental Analysis

Site specific environmental analysis of all proposed
resource projects and activity plans is required by law and
will be conducted under the proposed plan. Based on
these environmental analyses, mitigation measures will be
developed to resolve resource conflicts and prevent or
minimize adverse impacts to resource values.
Environmental analyses and mitigation measures address
all affected resources. including cultural values. wildlife
and fish habitat, threatened, endangered and special
status species, riparian habitat, and watershed and air
quality concerns,

Monitoring the Baker
Resource Management
Plan

The Baker RMP will be monitored on a continuous basis to
allow up-to-date evaluations and to be responsive to
changing situations. Specific management actions arising
from proposed activity plan decisions will be evaluated to
ensure consistency with RMP objectives. The RMP will
also be formally evaluated at intervals not to exceed 5
years. All plan monitoring will assess the following:
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1. if management actions are resulting in satisfactory
progress toward achieving objectives;

2. if actions are consistent with current policy;

3. if original assumptions were correctly applied and
impacts correctly predicted,;

4. if mitigation measures are satisfactory

5. if it is still consistent with the plans and policies of state
and localgovernment, other federal agencies, and Indian
tribes;

6. if new data are available that would require alterationof
the plan.

As part of plan evaluation, concerned government entities
will be requested to review the plan and advise the District
Managerof its continued consistency with theirofficially
approved resource management related plans, programs,
and policies. Advisory groups will also be consulted during
plan evaluation in order to secure their input.

Upon completion of a periodic evaluation, or in the event
that modifying the plan becomes necessary, the Vale
District Manager will determine what, if any, changes are
necessary to ensure that management actions are
consistent with RMP objectives. If the District Manager
finds that a plan amendment is necessary, an
environmental analysis of the proposed change will be
conducted, and a recommendation on the amendment will
be made to the State Director. If the amendment is
approved, it may be implemented 30 days after public
notice. A plan amendment may be initiated because of the
need to consider monitoring findings, new data, new or
revised policy, or a proposed action that may result in a
change in the scope of resource uses or a change in the
terms, conditions and decisions of the approved plan.

Potential minorchanges, refinements orclarifications in
the plan may take the form of maintenance actions.
Maintenance actions incorporate minor data changes and
are usually limited to minor refinements and
documentation. Plan maintenance will not result in
expansion in the scope of resource uses or restrictions or
change the terms, conditions and decisions of the
approved RMP. Maintenance actions are not considered a
plan amendment and do not require the formal public
involvement and interagency coordination process
undertaken for plan amendments.

Activity Plan Monitoring

On-site inspection of activity plans (AMPs, HMPs timber
sale proposals, etc.) and associated projects will be made
periodically to determine if the objectives of the activity
plans or projects are being achieved or if unacceptable or
unanticipated impacts are occurring.



Monitoring systems for resource management programs
(such as wildlife habitat, visual, cultural or recreation) will be
developed and implemented as committed in the record

of decision.

A key indicator concept of monitoring will be utilized to
determine what change agents are to be monitored for
each action plan. An interdisciplinaryteamof resource
specialists will identify the change agents to be monitored
and the required inspection frequency.

A district-wide implementation record of all ongoing
activities and associated monitoring activities will be
maintained in the Vale District Office and Baker Resource
Area Office. This record will help to determine monitoring
obligations and annual work plan commitments.

Water quality monitoring is usually carried out in
accordance with executive orders, specific laws, and BLM
Manuals.

Vegetation monitoring will be done in accordance with this
proposed Resource Management Plan"Rangeland
Monitoring In Oregon and Washington”, and the “Vale
District Monitoring Plan”.
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Significant additions, revisions and corrections to the Draft
Baker Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement {RMP/EIS) are presented in this
chapter. The page numbers that appear in bold print
indicate the page of the Draft RMP/EIS on which the
revision or correction would appear if the entire EIS were
being reprinted. Significant revisions have been made to
the Appendices on Standard Design Features (Appendix
G in the DEIS), and Land Tenure Adjustment Criteria
(Appendix | in the DEIS}. The appendices are reprinted in
their entirety and now listed as Appendixes A and F
respectively. Table || Threatened, Endangered and
Sensitive Species and Table 36 Impacts to Air Quality
have also been revised and are reprinted as Appendices
C and D in this Document. Two new appendices have
been added, B-Water Quality Measurements and E
Proposed Mineral Withdrawals.

Page 7 Under Federal Agencies, insert the following
paragraph after paragraph three.

The BLM and FS have several interagency agreements
regarding minerals management on lands administered by
the FS. The BLM also has interagency agreements on
minerals management with other Federal agencies, such
asthe Bureau of Indian Affairs. However, the management
of minerals on lands administered by other Federal
agencies is not addressed as part of this RMP.

Chapter 3
Text Revisions

Page 8 Table 4 should be revised as follows:

3. Little Sheep Cr. Wallowa..Mule Deer/Upland
Game..540..30..470..40

Page 8 Under State and Local Governments, insert the
following paragraph after paragraph three.

The Oregon Depariment of Geology and Mineral
Industries (DOGAMI) and BLM have a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) covering development of
geothermal resources, conservation of oil and gas, and
mined land reclamation on federal lands administered by
BLM in Oregon. Throughthe MOU, DOGAMI and BLM
work closely to avoid duplication in regulations,
inspections and approval of reclamation plans, and
attempt to minimize repetitive costs to miner/operators,
the public, and both State and Federal Governments. The
goal of the MOU is to ensure proper development and
conservation of nonrenewable mineral resources and
proper protection and reclamation of lands in Oregon.

Page 10 5. Relationship to Tribal Treaties

Add the following to paragraph: The BLM will contact and
consult with the appropriate tribal representatives and BIA
agencies in the early stages of project or activity planning
that may affect tribal interests, treaty rights, or traditional
resource areas within ceded tribal lands.
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Page 12 Under Air Quality

The third paragraph firs! sentence should read: Two Class
| airsheds occur within the Baker Planning Area: the Hells
Canyon Wilderness Area and the Eagle Cap Wilderness
Area,

Page 13 Under Threatened. Endangered, Sensitiveand
Special Status Plant Species, the first paragraph should
be revised as follows:

Thirty-two plant species listed as endangered, threatened
or sensitive in Oregon by the Oregon Natural Heritage
Data Base are known or are suspected to occur in the
planning area. These are listed in Table 11. Of these, 15
plant species are either candidates for Federal listing or
are currently listed {1885 Federal Register).

Page 14Table 10 should be revised as follows:

Wildcat Creek. 2 2 ...... 2 . ....-.-.-S
WallupaCreek. 2.5525..25...-..-.-.....S
Total 50.. 40,155 21.6.

Page 15 Table 11 has been substantially revised and is
reported in Appendix C of this document.

Page 16Table 13 should be revised as follows:
Poles 5.0-8.9 ... 11-40' . less than 40% 2082
Page 23 Table 17 should be revised as follows:
Total 216,000

Page 25Table 18 should be revised as follows:
Total 4281 72 100

Page 25 The last sentence under the Special
Management Areas section should be revised as follows:

Refer to Table 26 for a description of possible SMAs and
Map 6 for SMA locations.

Page 25 Under Population, Income and Employment
Paragraph 3, first sentence should read:

Estimates of personal income and employment generated
from activities on public land managed by the BLM in the
planning area are displayed in Table 21.

Page 26 Table 20 should be revised as follows:

Mining .. D O0O0...L ....L..D

Page 45 Table 33 should be revised as follows:

Preferred 410,111.20 8,801.77 10,741.08
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Page 61/62 The section, Impacts to Air Quality. should
be revised as follows:

Smoke produced from prescribed burning of slash and
prescribed burns to improve wildlife habitat would be less
than the smoke produced from similar burning during the
baseline year of 1978. Less smoke from slash burning
would be accomplished by burning smaller, wetter fuels
and by burning more piles. Also contributing to less fuels
on a slash burning are cleaner harvesting techniques and
firewood programs.

The Oregon Visibility Program Plan was designed to
maintain or improve vigibility in Class | airsheds, especially
during the high visitor-use period of July 4-Labor Day. Two
Class | areas (Hells Canyon and Eagle Cap Wilderness
areas) are within the planning area. Although plume blight
or visibilily impairment due to prescribed fires are not
expected to occurwithin the Class | areas, burning will be
planned for spring orfall, as much as possible, to avoid the
July 4-t abor Day period. In addition, all prescribed fire
plans will address Class | areas in the Smoke Management
Section, and all prescribed fires will occur when transport
winds will not carry smoke into Class | areas.

Smoke due to slash burning and prescribed burning
would be greatest under the Natural Environment
Protection Alternative (see Table 36). Less smoke would
be produced underthe Preferred Alternative and the least
amount would be produced under the Commaodity
Production Alternative.

Timber harvest from BLM lands in the planning area is less
than 1 percent of all other sources combined. With
appropriate mitigation measures, it is doubtful that the
differences between the alternatives would be noticeable
during most years.

Page 62 Table 36 has been substantially revised and is
printed in Appendix D of this document.

Page 67 The paragraph on Leasable Minerals should be
revised as follows:

Stipulations on oil and gas leasing would occur under all
alternatives except the Current Management Situation
Alternative (see Tables 34 and 37). The Commaodity
Production Alternative would have the least impact on
mineral production potential. The greatest impact would
occur underthe Natural Environment Protection
Alternative, with 12 proposals for SMAs, and slightly less
under the Preferred Alternative, with 9 proposals for
SMAs.



Page 68 Table 38 should be revised as follows:

Baim Cr RNAJACEC 1073.. - .- 1073 75 75
Sheep Cr ACEC  947..-...-. 9 4 7
Sawmill Cr RNA/ACEC 420..- ... 420 80 80
CloverCr RNA/ACEC 680.- 680 30 30
Oregon Traill ACEC 1495..-...-..1495..1485 -..200.29
Total Proposed Acres of NSO or Withdrawal
..3360...0..34,508...1680...18,955...385.29

Page 71 Under Federal Agencies, the fifth line should
read U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Page 78 Add the following to the references cited:

Moore, B N 1937, Nonmgtallic Mineral Resourcesof
Eastern Oregon. U.S. Geological Survey Bulletin 875,
180 P.

Page 79 Add the following terms and definitions to the
Glossary

No Surface Occupancy (NSO) The oil and gas lease
stipulations that prohibits any surface use of the {.ease

Seasonal Stipulation-the oil and gas lease stipulation that
restricts surface use of the lease during a specified period
of the year.
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Chapter 4

Consultation & Distribution

The Baker RMP/EIS was prepared by an interdisciplinary
team of specialists from the Baker Resource Area and Vale
BLM District Office. Writing of the RMP/EIS began in
January 1985. The RMP/EIS process included public
participation, interagency coordination, and preparation of
a management situation analysis (on file at the Baker
Resource Area Office). Consultation and coordination
with agencies, organizations and individuals occurred
throughout the planning process.

Public Involvement

A notice was published in the Federal Register and local
news media in March 1985 to announce the formal start of
the RMP/EIS planning process. At that time a planning
brochure was sent to the public to request further
definition of issueswithin the planning area. An
opportunity was provided to submit comments on
proposed criteria to be used in formulating alternatives.

In October 1985 a notice of document availability was
published in the Federal Register and in the local news
mediaforthe Baker Resource Management Plan
Proposed Land Use Alternatives brochure. An outline of
proposed alternatives, major issues, and revised planning
criteria were included in this document. Three alternatives
ranged from emphasis on production of commodities to an
emphasis on enhancement of natural values, with a middle
ground alternative attempting to provide a balance

between the two. The fourth alternative reflected a
continuation of existing management. The proposed
alternatives brochure contained a map showing land
status, commercial forest land, wildlife habitat and potential
special management areas. The alternatives brochure
generated 20 public comments.

On March 28, 1988, a notice of document availability was
published in the Federal Register and in local news media
for the Draft Baker RMP/EIS. Public meetings were held in
Asotin, Washington on May 27, 1986; Heppner, Oregon
on May 28, 1986; Baker, Oregon on June 3, 1986;
Pendleton, Oregon on June 4, 1986; La Grande, Oregon
on June 5, 1986; and Enterprise, Oregon on June 18,
1986for the purpose of discussing the document and
answering public concerns. The Draft RMP/EIS was also
discussed with the District Advisory Council on April 30,
1986. The Draft RMP/EIS was presented to the following
County Commissioner Courts: Morrow County on May 28,
1986; Umatilla County on June 4, 1986; Union County on
June 4, 1986; and Baker County on June 18, 13886.

Asotin and Wallowa Counties declined the invitation for a
discussion and instead elected to offer written comments
if necessary
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Agencies and
Organizations Contacted
or Consulted

The RMP/EIS team contacted or received input from the
following organizations during the development of the
RMP/EIS.

Federal Agencies

U.S.D.I. Bureau of Indian Affairs

U.S.D.E. Bonneville Power Administration
U.S.D.l. Bureau of Mines

U.S.D.l. Bureau of Reclamation

U.S.D.I. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S.D.l. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S.D.A. Forest Service

U.S.D.C. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

U.S.D.I. National Park Service

U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service

State and Local Governments

State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality
Department of Forestry

Department of Geology & Mineral Industries
Department of State Lands

Department of Fish and Wildlife

Department of Transportation, State Parks, & Recreation
Division

Department of Water Resources

Executive Department

Historic Preservation Officer

State Marine Board

State of Washington
Department of Fisheries
Department of Game

Oregon Counties

Baker County Commissioners
Grant County Commissioners
Malheur County Commissioners
Morrow County Commissioners
Umatilla County Commissioners
Union County Commissioners
Wallowa County Commissioners

Washington Counties
Asotin County Board of Commissioners
Garfield County Board of Commissioners

Organizations

Atlantic Richfield Company
Associated Oregon Loggers
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Oregon Natural Heritage Data Base
Oregon California Trails Association
Oregon State Extension Service
Oregon Trails Tourism Council
Range Ecology Group

Sage Association

The Nature Conservancy

Union County Izaak Walton League
Wild Canyon Cattle Co., Inc.

List of Agencies, Persons
and Organizations to
Whom Copies of the
RMP/EIS Have Been Sent.

Federal Agencies

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Forest Service

Pacific Northwest Forest & Range Experiment Station
Pacific Northwest Research Natural Area Forestry Science
Lab

Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Department of Commerce
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Oceanic&Atmospheric Administration

U.S. Department of Defense
Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Energy
Bonneville Power Administration
Federal Energy Administration

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

U.S. Department of the Interior
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Bureau of Mines

Bureau of Reclamation

Fish & Wildlife Service

Geological Survey

Natural Resources Library

Office of Public Affairs

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Federal Aviation Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Weather Service

Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission



State and Local Governments

State of Oregon

Department of Agriculture & Resource Economics
Department of Forestry

Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)

Department of Fish and Wildlife

Department of Geology & Minerals Industry

Department of Land Conservation & Development (LCDC)
Department of Range&Resources

Department of Transportation, Parks & Recreation Division
Department of Water Resources

Division of State Lands

Executive Department A-95 Clearinghouse,
Intergovernmental Relations Division

Governor

Historic Preservation Officer

Soil&Water Conservation Commission

State Marine Board

State Scenic Waterways

State Water Resources Board

Oregon Counties

Baker County Extension Service
Baker County Planning Commission
Grant County Commissioners
Harney County Commissioners
Malheur County Commissioners
Malheur County Extension Agent
Morrow County Commissioners
Morrow County Extension Agent
Morrow Soil&Water Conservation District
Union County Agent

Union County Commissioners
Umatilla County Agent

Umatilla County Commissioners
Umatilla County Planning Department
Wallowa County Agent

Wallowa County Commissioners

State of Washington

Department of Fisheries

Department of Game

Department of Natural Resources
Governor

State Parks & Recreation Commission

Washington Counties

Asotin County Agent

Asotin County Board of Commissioners
Garfield County Board of Commissioners

State of Idaho
Department of Fish & Game

Local Governments

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee

Warm Springs Tribal Commission Planning Department

Interest Groups &
Organizations

1000 Friends of Oregon

American Alpine Club

American Fisheries Society
American Forest Institute

American Horse Protection Association
American Mining Congress

AMOC Minerals Company

Anaconda Company

Associated Oregon Industries
Associated Oregon Loggers, Inc.
Association of Oregon Archaeologists
Atlantic Richfield Company

Audubon Society

Baker County Cattlemen’s Association
Blue Mountain Forest Products
Boise Cascade Corporation

Chevron Resource Company

Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission
Continental Oil Company

Crown Zellerbach

Defendersof Wildlife
Desert Trail Association

Eastern Oregon Forest Protection Association
Eastern Oregon Mining Association

Eastern Oregon Sportsman

Ellingson Timber Company

Field and Stream
Friends of the Earth

Geothermal Resources International
Grand Canyon Dovies, Inc.

Hines Lumber Company
Homestake Mining Company

Idaho State Historical Society

Independent Petroleum Association of America
Industrial Forestry Association

Izaak Walton League of America

Keep Oregon Green Association
League of Oregon Women Voters
Malheur Country Historical Society

Mazamas
Mineral Exploration Coalition
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National Wildlife Federation

Native Plant Society of Oregon

Natural Mustang Association

Natural Resource Defense Council
Northwest Environmental Defense Center
Narthwest Mining Association

Northwest Pine Association

Northwest Power Planning Council
Northwest Timber Association

Occidental Minerals Corporation
Oregon Association of Counties

Oregon California Trails Association
Oregon Cattlemens Association

Oregon Council of Rock & Mineral Clubs
Oregon Environmental Council

Oregon Farm Bureau Federation
Oregon 4-Wheel Drive Clubs

Oregon Historical Society

Oregon Hunters Association

Oregon Mineral Council

Oregon Mining Association

Oregon Natural Resources Council
Oregon Packers&Guides Association
Oregon Sheep Growers

Oregon State University

Oregon State University Extension Service
Oregon Trail Tourism Council

Oregon Wildlife Federation

Pacific Logging Congress

Pacific Northwest 4-Wheel Drive Association
Pacific Power& Light Company

Public Lands Council

Public Lands Institute

Range Ecology Group
Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association

Sage Association

Sage Country Alliance for Good Government
Sierra Club

Society for Range Management

The Nature Conservancy

The Wilderness Society

The Wildlife Society

Treasure Valley Rock&Gem Club

Union County Izaak Walton League

Western Forest Industries Association
Western Land Exchange Company
Wild Canyon Cattle Company, Inc.
Wildlife Management Institute

Approximately 900 additional individuals and
organizations that expressed an interest in public lands in
the planning area were also sent copies of the RMP/EIS.
Included in this group are all grazing lessees within the
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planning area, members of the State legislature, U.S.
Congressional delegation, various educational
institutions, and radio, newspaper and television media,

Consistency Review

The State Director has concurrently submitted this plan to
the Governors of Oregon and Washington and requested
that they identify any known inconsistencies with State or
local plans, policies or programs. The Governors will have
60 days in which to identify inconsistencies and provide
recommendations in writing to the State Director. The
consistency of the plan with the resource related plans,
programs and policies of other Federal agencies, State
and local government and Indian tribes will be re-evaluated
in the future as part of the formal monitoring and periodic
evaluations of the plan.

Comment and Protest
Procedures

If you wish to make comments for the District Manager’s
consideration in the development of the decision, please
submit your comments by November 10, 1986 to the
District Manager, Vale District Office. The plan decisions
will be based on the analysis contained in the EIS,
additional data available, public opinion, management
feasibility, and policy and legal constraints.

Any person that participated in the planning process and
has an interest that is or may be adversely affected by
approval of the Proposed RMP, may file a written protest
with the Director of the BLM. Protests should be send to
the Director, Bureau of Land Management, 18th and C
Streets NW, Washington D.C. 20240 by November 10,
1986. The protest shall contain the name, mailing
address, telephone number, and interest of the person
filing the protest; a statement of the issues being
protested (raising only those issues that were submitted
during the planning process by the protesting party, or an
indication of the date the issues were discussed for the
record); and a concise statement explaining why the
decision is believed to be wrong.

The Director shall render a prompt written decision on the
protest setting forth the reasons forthe decision. The
decision shall be sent to the protesting party by certified
mail and shall be the final decision of the Department of
the Interior.



Public Comment on the
Draft RMP/EIS and
Responses to Comments

This section of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS contains a
copy of written comments provided by the public on the
Draft RMP/EIS. Each substantive comment is numbered
for identification. BLM responses immediately follow each
of the letters.

Comment letters received on the Drafl Baker
RMP/EIS are listed below:

. Bill Rudolph

. Oregon Historical Society

. City of Echo, Oregon

U.S.D.A., Forest Service, Region 6

Pete Wyman

. Richard R. Gass

. R.A. Hunt

. Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industry
. Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development

10. Oregon Department of Forestry

11. U.S.D.l., National Park Service

12. Ellingson Lumber Company

13. Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
14. Oregon Department of Agriculture

15. U.S. Department of Commerce

16. U.S.D.A., Soil Conservation Service

17. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

18. The Nature Conservancy

19. George R. Schlegel

20. John R. Swanson

21. Sierra Club and Friends of Whitewater

22. U.S.D.A /Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research
Station

23. Oregon Hunters’ Association, Baker County Chapter
24. Powder River Sportsmen's Club

25. Joann Benson

26. Oregon State University, Extension Service
27. Craig Markham

28. Oregon-CaliforniaTrails Association

29. Tye One on Flycasters

30. Rick Georges

31. Boise Cascade

32. Oregon Depanment of Fish and Wildlife

33. Oregon Natural Resources Council

34. Range Ecology Group

35. U.S.D.D. Army Corps of Engineers

36. Blue Mountain Protective Alliance

37. Oregon Department of Transporiation, Parks and
Recreation Division

©ONOUTAWN =
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BUREM 0F LAND MANMGEMENT
CAFER, OB

1230 $,W. Park Avenue
(503) 222-1741

Portland, Oregon g7205
Cable: Histore

May 1, 1986

Mr. Jack Albright, Area Manager
Baker Resource Ares Office

1550 Dewey

Baker, Oregon G7814

Dear Mr. Albright:

I am writing to strongly endorse the Preferyed Alternative
for managing public lands in the BakeT Resource Area, &S
set forth in the draft Environmental Impact Statement of
March 19686.

We do nat feel that any of the other alternative proposals

provide sufficient safeguards for the irreplaceable Ei:toricnl

and cultural value of the sections of the Oregon Trail traver-

sing this area and the 28 potential National Historic sites
2-1 also located in this area. Annual monitoring and management

planning are two important ways tc ensure that the Oregon

Trail not be driven flat, kicked down and otherwise slowly

but surely lost farever as a reainder cof the persistence

of our country's early settlers. We should be equally

persistent in protecting our priceless heritage.

Executive Director
TV:ew

ce: Devid G. Talbot, State Parks and Recreation Division, Salem
David W. Powers, State Historic Preservation Office, Salem

RECFIVE
MAY 05 1985

Witn which arv o incorparstt] The Rattlnhips Oregon Mussum, Narth Pacifie (Irkstic) ANRTWUSGF S0 MARAGEMENT
Northarent Comervation Cancar, Oragon Geagraphic Numes Bowd, Oreyon. Landmurks Commictss, [2KES, 01
Oregon Lewn and Clark Hentuge Fondition

2-1

Wa agras with your concerns for the Oregon Trail. Under the direction of
this RNP, site-specific recommandations will be devaelopsd to guide
managenwnt of individual segments of the Oregon Trail Ehak occur within
the planning sras.
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CITY OF ECHO
Y0, Box 8
Feho. Oregon UTH26
Phone (5031 378-5411
May 6, 1986

Jack Alawight

Area Marager

Baker Rescurce Area Office
1550 Dewey

Baker, OR 97814

RE:  Eche Meadows Trail “ection
Dear Mr. Albright:

) am responding on behalf of the City «f Echo and Oregen Trail Tourism
Council regarding the March 1986 Baker Resource Management Plan in regard
ic the Echc Meadows Oregon Trail Sectinn, As indicated in our rmeeting
with BLM representatives last winter, OTTC and the city would be happy to
wcrlf closely with your agency te pre.srve, protect and enhance the Oregon
Trail as a tourist site. We fully <ippert the scenaric out]ined on page
Sﬁ (Inf the report regarding the Ech:a Meadows and Oregon Tratl sites as a
whela,

3 _1 I Cur group would like to see limitatieor of cff-road vehicles in the area
da 1o the damage Lhey tan do to Lhe trail ruts. We 2lso would like to see
nl_mllc arcess secured and eventually 4ee an interpretive area developed
with scme type of hiking uath, so that the ielicate balance of the land
3_2 managemert is nol disturbed to the peint that the area begins ta form
sand Elaws. However pubiic access sc that tourists, school children and
ather énlerpsted individuzls can sen 3nd appreciate the trail must be
secured.

We would alse be willing tr seek fundiny far the interpretive project, if
3.3 [we know that the BLM would ke interscisn and if we know what requirements
and mechanics would be inunlyved in amplementing such funding.

Stncerely,

EL( A
Digne Berry
City Administrator!

RECEIVED

0110 Secretary WY 07 1986
cct John Bennett
Byron Grow GURFSI1 OF LAND MAHAGEMENT
Mary Oman LA
United States Foreat RO
Department of 3ervice

Reply to: 1%20 Date: May 3, 1986

Subject: Baker Aescurce Management Plan

To: Area Manager, Baker Rescurce Area
Bureau of Land Mansgement
0. Box 987
Baiker, OR 97814

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Epvironmental Impact.
Statement for the Baker Resource Management Plan. We support the recomuended
alternative for managlng the Baker Resource Area without reservation, and
foresee no conflicts with adjacent Hational Forest management.

We have the following comments whizh are primarily editerial:

Page 12: Air Quality

Withlr the Hella Canyon Mational Recreation Area (NRR), only the Hella Canyon
Wilderness is classified as a Class 1 alrshed. The remeinder of the NRA is
Class II.

Page t4; Table 10

Severzl of the totals in the table appear to be incorrect.

Page 16: Table 13

4_1 The total acreage figure i3 apparently inecrrect.

page 23: Table 17

The tetal visitor days figure it apparently incorrect.

Page 25: Popuiation Income and Employment

Apparently, the public lands referred Lo only involye those under
BLM Administration.

Pege 25: Table 18

The tutal acreage appesrs Lo be incorreect.
RECFW™,
MAY 131336

BURERU (r LAHD MANAGEMENT
BAKER, O

F56200.2817 821

3-1 QEf-road vehicles will be limitad ko dasignated roseds and trails near
BLM-mensged segments of the Oregon Trail that occur in the plenning ares.

3-2 Public sccess iw currently being sought for the Echo Meadaws Oragon
Trail Section. A menagemant plan for the Qragon Trall, where it crosses
public land in the planning area, will be devaloped to mddcess each
alte-spscific management nesd.

32 Cooperative mansgement, including cooperation in Funding, is snccuraged

for implementing site-specific plan# on the Echo Keadows section of the
Oregon Trall.

@ Area Manager, Balker Resource Area

Page 33: Visual Resource

4-2 l‘!ou may want to examine the effects of varylng the Visual Resource Management
- direction between aiternatives since 1t 1s not a legal requirement.

Page 65: Table 37

Total increase for limitad entry in the preferred alternative appears to be
inecrrect,

4-1 [Foee 68: Table 38
We found the table to be confusing as some of the special mapagement areas

total acres are not accounted for in any of the alternatives; e.g., Balwm Creek,
Sheep Creek, Sawnil) Creek, and Clover Creek.

Ho. 3. The elk feeding statlon near the eoniluence of Anthony Creek and
the North Powder River 1s not shown on the map.

Cur records indicate some differences in the key aeasonal big-game range. 1
suggest you contact the Wallowa=Whitman Naticnsl Forest Supervisor's Office in
4-3 [Bsker to compare inventory data.

No. 1. Fefers to USFS Lands. Should correctly be termed National Forest, or
National Foreat System land.

Ironaide Rangeland Program Summary Update Map: Refers to US Forest
Service Land which should correctly be the same ss Map No. 1 sbove.

a(w’l (ﬁ(‘aw

/£ JAMES F. TORRENCE

Regional Forester

@ F§ 6200 28787
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Chapter Three, Text Revisions, contelns the text correctioms

identified in this letter.

a-z Becauwe of the scattered pattecn of the publle landz, opportunities
were limited for varying the Visusl Resource Wanagement direction
ameng the alternatives ¥igual Resource Management was pricritized
dif(erently for manapement emphasis in the alternstives (Ses
Appendix F in the Draft EMP/EIS).
4-3 We acknowledge the map errors and have carrected our datas.
However, the maps won't be reprinted due to funding shortages.
5-1
Baker Resource Ares Offire
1550 Dewey
Baker, 0reqon 97814
Pete Wyman ...“ —<—u 5-2
Rt. 5, Box 309 mﬂﬂi: ED
Spokane, WA 99208 WY 141985
BUREALE OF LAND MANAGEWENT
Subject: Baker Resource Management Flan, DEIS e, (8
5-3
1 have been 2 "user" of the Baker Resource Area for years for photography,
floating the Grande Ronde, hunting, fishing, etc,
5-4
The plan doesn't suffer from a wide range of imaginative options but maybe
thera are ngt many options available. The differences between the Preferred

Alternative and the Natural Environmental Alternative are minor. Since the
Preferred Altarnative is supposed to be protecting natural values (and alse long
term resource values which the BiM doesn't apparantly fully recognizel, it would
make more sense to pick the Natural Resource Protection Alternative.

The difference between the Preferred {PA) and the Natural Environment in AUM

is lass the 1% of the AUM's. The mass destruction of soils, archeological

sttes, and riparian areas by sloppy BLM mismanagement is well documented by the
GAD, the agency, and athers. But why does the PA not exclude livestock from

the & miles of stream ete., to protect riparian areas? Certainly not for the
aconomics of saving 7% cows a year? Any economic analysis of grazing is missing -
ro benefit/costs, present value, discussion of grazing fees, etc. There is no
justification given for the current grazing levels, let alone why maximum natural
values should not be protected.

The Natural Alternative should be Implemented. Riparian protection should
be of paramount concern te the BLM, It is certainly the number one concern of
the public according to a USFS survey. The first two paragraphs under Wildlife
Mznagement {pg, 54} appears to be too general. There i5 no reason since the
values appear greater then livestock grazing, Since the BLM has a history of
allowing soil and watershed deterigration, and there is no data on the ecolog-
ical condition of the land, and the commodity value of respurces are negligible,
tnere appears N0 reascn not to protect maximum soils, watershed and old growth
resources as under the Natural Environmental Protection Alternative.

The Special Management Areas recommendatians in the Matural fnvironoment
skguld be accepted. In particular, the Grand Ronde River should have maximum
protection as an outstanding wild or scenic river. The entire river canyons
need protection. What incompstible use could possibly have a greater economic

Tt

[
-

[

This plan doas not propose any livestock benefliting projects and
thersfore no benefit/cost analysis was presented in the Draft
AMP/ELIS. Discussion of grezlng fees, which are sab by laginlative
formula, is beyond the scope of this EIS. The Draft BMP/EIS
conzgidars grazing allocations only in Saction 15 grezing lande.
Ses the Purpowe and Heed (page 2) and alternatives slimineted Erom
Getalled study on page 29 in the Draft RMP/EIS for o discussion of
Saction 15 grazing. Aleo se¢e rvosponse 26-1.

The proposed plan canks protectlon of riparian zones high (see
Appandix ¥, of the Draft RMP/RIS) compared to other rescurces. Tha
Rescurse Aced will develop activity plang to provide site-gpeclfic
management dicection for riparian zones that ara not in good or
excellent condition, snd that have high menagement prioviky.
Exelusion of livestock ls but one method that will be exemined in
the mctivity plana,

This plan directs the use of stringent wetershed protactlon
mansuras Appandix ).

The public lands along the Grande Ronde Biver are proposed for
designation ae an Ares of Critical Enviconmental Concern and
off-road vehicle use will be limited to designated roads and traila.

Wild and scenic yaluas will be protectsd until the racommended
atudy 13 completsd and subsequent decipions ace made concerning the
rivar's future status.
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6-1
1 of the Draft EMP/REIS.
EIS for classification for these lands.

- 4
Cladcens Hde Y7Y 0%

These small Lracts were inedvertently left off the list in Appendix
See Appendix F of this Proposed Plan/Final
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7-1

Froject Nusber:

If you cannot respond by Lhe above raturn date,

H. A, Hunt

HCR 86, Box 120
Baker Lregon. Y781k - 9501
May 28, 1586

Mr. Jack Albricht, Arca Mianafer
Baker Rescurce prea Gffice
Bureau of Lard “anarerent
United 5tates Jept. of Inlerior
1550 Jewey Avenue

taker, Lremaor, 7461k

Dear Sir:

[ have revliewsd the ra-rnvr rxtensive draft of the FBaker
fescurce Manaverent Plo Wilthcout cormenting at this time

un the plan in reneral, I was greatly disturbed by the lack

of any prosrar for the ornirel of noxious weeds. The long
term poals are for the Tewurn to elimax vegetatlion and

the plar sugeests methe aclogy for reaching these goals

taking intc consideratir reascnable use Tactors. However

the extreme corpetlitiven: of certain azlien plants %o move in
if uncontrolled car well conpletely negate all other efforts
to ackleve the woals. For example, Balm Creek has been
declared a riperian zon But 1n this Balm {reek Zone

white top, Canade Thisile, Yellow Star Thistle, and Scoich
I'histle are waking inrocads. If uachecked within a pericd

of flve to ten years these weeds could be expected to reprasent
most of the cover. As well as making these acres virtually
worthless, they would serve as a scurce for continued spread.

when my Great srandfather John Henry Me Murren and his famlly,
including =y Srandfather Williem, travelled through “Lone
Pine ¥alley™ in a wascn train in the 185073 in his diary

ke wrote of the pristire beauty of waving grasses and native
shrubs and trees, He wi su impressed thest he returned

in the early l#&U's from the Willemette Valley to become

one of the first farmers in the Pocahontas Area.

ir. those early days there was nc White Top, Canada or Scotch
Thistle or Yellow Star fu out - compete the native plants

and reduce ths veretatiur o a chaollc near worthlessness.
Had there been, Mr. Mc ren certainly would not have written
of the beauty of Lone Plie Valley and most ¢ertainly would
rever have returned.

to achleve a goal of elimax
If they are not,

530 what I am saying is tha
veretation certain w
the overall plar becon

RECFEIVED

MAY 301986

ust be controlled.
neaninzless.

BUREAL OF LAND NANAGEMENT
BAKER, O

OREGON INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW
RErCIVFRLOTIR

L] 3986

i O b

State Clearinghouse
Intergovernmental Relstlons DIvisibR.D.

Street
14AY 22 1986

ENCY REVIEW
Oh?ul&ﬂelurn Da MAY 3 ISBS

ENVIRCNMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

piease call te arrange

an entension AL ledst one week prior to ihe return date

is necded.
that intlude BLM Tands.
boundaries as indicated on DOGAM. GMS-38, be
concise discussion of the geclogy, mining history and current activity of each
area

8-1

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
DRAFT STATEMENT

This project has no sighlifICARL ¢RvVIFORMEntal Lmpact.

The efvironmental impact i3 acéguately described.

We suggest that the following points be considered In the
preparation of 3 Final Environmenta] Impact Statement.

No comment

Remarks

% much more extensive inventory of mineral resoerces and geologic information
Map 4 shows the locations of most of the historic gold mining areas
The map can he impraved by adjusting the mineral area
The Sparta area should be included. A

should be added to the texi. Tne probability that other unidentified

miners] resources are likely tc occur outside these known mineral areas should be

acknonedged.

The 1ist of reterences (page 21) lacks many of the ¢lassic infor-

mation sources.

Agehcy (2_1

IPR &§

8-1

8-2 |

8-3

8-4

8‘5 |threatened and endangered species.

8-6 |the BLM administers the subsurface resources.

8.7

7.1 BLM's Northwest Ares Woxious Weed Control Progrem EIS analyzes weed
control for the northacn sistes, includlng the Baker Planning
Area. Although this RP does not algc anslyze weed control, it
recognizes infestation of noxious weeds and proposes Lo implament
weed control consistent with tha Worthwast Weed Control Program EIS.

Industrial minerals is poorly covered. Limestone 1s widely exposed in
areas 8 and 10 {map 4) and in a belt between these {we areas. Much of it is
cement grade. Add "Nonmetallic mingrals of Eastern Oregon™ by Moore to the
1ist of references. There are diatomite and clay otcurrences in Baker County
that have economic potential. Buflding stone occurrences in the Pleasant Val-
ley area have been utilized in the past. Planning ¢riteria {page 5} call for
fdentification of areas sultable for mineral material disposal] and a review
of material site rights-of-way in the Baker Resource area. If these fnventories
were made they should be part of the RMP or at least referred to as information
sources.

Statements on page 55 and elsewhere indicate that about 25 percent of BLM
lands would carry some restrictions in regard to Teasing. We found no adequate
definition of these restrictions or where to obtain this information.

The geothermal resources map (map 8} does not show all of the fawerable
areas indicated on the NOAA map [GMS-11}, which s not referenced. The outline
of the potential oil and gas resource avea [map 8) makes little geclogic sense
to us.

Table 20 indicates there were zerc jobs in mining in the 5-county ares in
1982 while employment numbers are concealed as proprietary information, Rsh
Grove Cement West Co. employes 105 people, although not all are directly fnvol-
ved in mining. There were many sand, gravel and crushed stone operations and
several gold placers; also, much exploration including Nerco at Bald Mtn.,
Amax at Bourne, Manville at Unity.

page 33 includes the statement that BLM policy encourages development of
public land mineral resources..... Elsewhere the emphasis of "Mineral Resource
Maragement” sections is on compliance inspections and the protection ef natural
and cultural values. This is a necessary part of management. However. we think
a more positive attitude toward improving our knowledge of mineral resources of
Federal land and the comservative development and use of them is warranted.

Inventories are planned for cultural and paleontologicel resources and for
We found nc mention of plans to inventory

minerals except coal.

The text (page 21) says there are 513,000 acres of split estate lands whera
These lands are not identified

on any of the maps.

The plan contains little information on mined land reclamation procedures
and fails to indicate the memorandum of understanding between BLM and DOGAMI in
this regard (see page 7), Although Appendix G {D_age 102) notes that state Yaws
requiring reclamation exist, there is mo indication of which statutes are applic-
able or what is required, The plan should include statements that the BLM ad-
ministers o1l and gas leasing on Forest Service land and that the 1872 mining
Taws apply.




Information regarding mineral resources in areas proposed for withdrawal
under the Natural Envirenment Pratection and Preferred aiternatives is needed.
The exact locations of the withdrawals are not given but they will include or
adjoin the Flagstaff Mine (Oregon Trail Special Management Area) and the Mother
Lode Minc (Keating Riparian Zone) which have a combined historic preduction in
excess of 13,000 oz. Au: 3,000 oz. Ag; and 1,000.000 1bs of copper. Both pro-
perties consist of unpatented claims that have been explered by major mining
companies in the last several years

Table 21 shows intcme from 1ivestock grazing, timber produttion and recrea
tion; recreation income is shown tc excesd that of livestock grazing many-fold.
Search of the text shows the livestock figure represents Section 15 lands
{50,397 acres) while recreation apnlies Lo all ELM Tands {r29,754 acres) in
the rescurce area.

a-4 Table 20 has been ravised. Ere page 26, Chapter 3, Text Ravision.

B-5  Ongoing mineral snd gther resource inventories are requiced by
low. Howaver, they ate subject to fundlng by Copgrams

8-6 The split estate lands are not shown on & map largely dus to tha
fact that the 1:100,000 scale bage Maps that show split estate
lands have not been completed by the U.§.G.5. for the entire Baksr
Hegource Area. TIn addirion, several of the recently published
1:100,000 scale maps have numerous errore in lend status and need
te be ravisad, The locatiom of the gplit estate lands tan be
determined from infarmalicn on {lle at the Baker Razsource Ares
office.

§-7  The text has been cevised to include your concern. Sea Chapter 3
Taxt Revisione.

§-8  In Table 38 of the Drafl RMP/EIS. the proposed withdrawals from
mineral enkry under the mining lawe are identlfied as all of tha
Oragon Trail ACEC and Kealing Biparlan RNA/ACRC. Thesa SMAs ave
shown on Mep b of the Draft RMP/EIS

The legel desccipiions ot the proposed withdrawals under Lhe
preferred alternative are included in in Appendix E of this
Proposed BMP/Finel EIS. Three of the six tracks identified as
proposad withdrawsls ere lucated within the Bala Cresk and ¥irtue
Plat minerals management priority areas and do have high mineral
potantial. However, Lhe amount ¢f tha proposed withdrawal is
ingignifieant in relation Lo the minerul casource hase.

B-1

a3

A Resource Management Flan/Environmantal Tmpact Statement is
designed to proposs and analyze land use allocations in response to
identified ifgues and concerny. Management levels and intensity
wust be determined for allocatiens propored by the plan. As an
exanple, active mineral development areas will be managed more
intensively than potential minaral resoucce areas with ne present
or anticipated development, such as in Lhe Specta acea. Map 4
ghows the areas where mineral development is anticipatad and where
our management priority will be placed. Haps B, 9 and 10 display
management priorities ag Aetermined for each alternative (aee also
Appendix F in the Draft RMP/EIS). Hote aleo, aE explained in
Appendix F, that Management Priority Areas do not represent
exclusive use areas.

Mineral matecial disposal and minaral site rights-of way will be
allowed on & case-by-cage Pasis whan consistent with the protection
of olher rescurce values, as describad in Chapter 2 of this
document .

Some Padsral lands (968 acrea) mre presently withdrawn from oil and
gad leasing. Mo new leases 4t heing issued in 13,857 acres af
Wildernesd Study Areas until final action on them ls taken by
Congrass. All other Federsl lands are lessed or available for
leasing for oil and gas with stipuletions that resirict or control
the way ln which leesable mineral rescurces ars developed. Tahle
34 of the Draft RMB/RIS (p. 47} and Appendix & of this document
briefly devcribe standsrd snd specisl stipulationa.

The speclal stipulations mentioned are: (1) seasonal stipulations
during the sumper, 1 to 3 months, (2) seasonal stipulations during
the winter. 5.5 montha; and (3} “no surface occupancy”. It should
be notad that thers were no areas with winter sessonal stipulations
that overlapped with areas with summer seasonal stipuletions.

The pucpose of apacial stipulationd ig to alert potential lessess
that these tracts of land have remource valués that may raguire
mitigating meaguces thet can limit development @ctivity andsfor
increase the cogt of developmant. "Wo surface occupanay” is of
course the most limiting speclal stipulation. Spacial eeamonal
utipulatlone moat often rasult from crucisl wildllfa habitat
requirements, Deflnltions of the gpeclal stipulations are included
in the glossarcy of the Draft BRMP/RIS.

Present restrictions on oll and ges leasing ace on file at the
Baker Resource Ares Headquartere. The crucial wildlife hahitat
areas that resulted in specinl semsonal stipulations for the
praferred and natural envirommental protection altevnatives are
alse on file and are shown on Map 7 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

The prospectivaly valuable aress for oil and gas and geothermel
cegources, ax shown on Mep B, are resource clasolficetions that are
based on eriteria established by the United Stmtes Geological
Survey. It may indeed be that theas classificetiong need to he
updatsd. Howevst, until thece respurce clagsificetionn are changed
they remain the official claasifications.
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1§ you cannot respond by Lhe abdve return daté, Pleass call to SPrange

&n extension &t least one w

% prior to the return date.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
DRAFT STATEMENT
This project has no significant enviroenmental impact.
The anvironmental impsct i1 adequately describea

We suggest that the following points be considered in the
preparatlonh of a Final Environmental Imspact Statement.
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General File W#7-2-4-300
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Farestry Departmeant

A OFFICE OF STATE FORESTER
T — 2R00 STATE STRCET. SALMN OREGON 97310 PHONE 378-2580
May 21, 1986

William €. Calkins
nigtrice Manager

Buseau of Land Nanagewent
Vale District Office

B Box 700

dregon

EFEIN)

SUBJECT BAKIR RESOURCKE MARAGEMEKT PLAN DRAFT ERYVIROMMENTAL

IMP STATEMENT

Jear Mr. Calkins:

Cast year the Oregon State Forestry Depactment reviewed and
submitted comnerts to BLM on the preliminacy issues and proposed
land use alternative docunent for the Baker Resource Management
Plan. Areas of concern expressed in our November 18, 19853

letter centered on twu issues: land tepure and realty management
olus special maragement ucea identification.

The March 1986 DCIS for the BPaker Rescurce Management Acrea
1dentifies focur altecnatives. The Depactment of Forestry
nas reviewed the plas and .8 supportive of an alternative
that maximizes social and economic opportunitiea and protects
anviconmental guality of all natural rescurces. We believe
chat BLM preferred alteinative has attenpted to recognize

the benefits thet the notural cesources produce for pecple
living in the acrea jnfluenced by the Baker Management Area
Dlanning decisivns.

Attached you will find o suonmacy of the Oregon State Forestry
Vepactment's review of rhe RBakec Resource Management Plan
JELS.

IE you have any guestio reqarding the information presented

in our review, p.ease fvel free to contact Dave Stece (378-3387).
Slncezgly,
d. Mike Miller
State Forester

HMM/RB: ip

Attachment

Homestead Wilderness Study Arga contains 330 acres of commercial
forest land with 1% percent of the total pregrapmed harvest in
the Vale District. This factual data was presented in the BLM
Wilderness DEIS and should also be noted 1n the plan.

10-2

Additional

Comments

Annual harvest Tevel prujections for the no-action alternative 1n
the Rescurce Management Plan where higher than those found in the
DEIS no-action alternative. Discussions with the Baker Area
planning staff provided irformation that certain commercial
forest lang had been transferred to the Horthern Malheur Resource
Area. A camparison of maps between the proposed )and use
alternative, October 1985 document, and the current DE1S show no
change. If an adminstrative transfer has occurred, it should be
depicted on the map.

10-3

Summary

The Baker planning area staff has produced a complete document
addressing most of the major issues facing this rescurce area.
With the exception of mingr changes, the Department supports the
preferred alternative presented in the DEIS.

RGB:jp

10-1

General File #7-2-4-300

REVIEW OF THE BAKER RESQURCE MANAGEMEHT PLAN

The Baker Resource Management Plan Draft Environamental
Statement [DEIS} presents an array of alternatives for
manaying the resources fourd in the Baker Resaurce Area. The
Oregon State Forestry Department (QSFD} has analyzed these
alternatives and can support efther the commodity production or
the preferred alternative. Both alternatives offer a means of
managing natural resources for the benefi{t of Oregon's citizens
in Baker, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilia, Unfon and Wallowa Counties.

Impact

Land Tenure and Reality Program

Appendix 1 presents information regarding the Baker planning
area's program for land disposal for isplated tracts of BLM
land. GSFD, continues to support efforts to consclidate
ownerships, thereby reducing management costs. The Baker DEIS
not only presents a viable program for dispesal of these sites,
but also initiates a cooperative management agreement strategy
with other state and federal agencies for managing these areas,

Interagency foordination

Coordination with state rescurce management agencies has been
described 1n the DEIS. We belive that the Baker Rasource Area
plan reflects a good understanding of statewide rescurce
management goals and policies regarding such resources as air,
water, fish, wildlife and forests. OQSFD encourages BLM to
continue {ts cooperative effort with state agancies regarding
resaource management.

Wilderness Study Areas

Even through BLM's Oregon Wilderness JEIS details potential
wilderness study areas {WSA), 2 discussion of the sites that
exist in the Baker resource planning unit would be appropriate.
Map 1 has identified three WSA areas, however, nc discussion of
the arezs have been fncluded in the plan.

A portion of McGraw Creek has already been designated as
wilderness fn 1984. Information regarding this site should alsc
be included in the faker plan, Map 1 still notes that McGraw
Creek is a WSA instead of 2 designated wilderness.

The original McGraw Creek Wildornees Study Avea was 1,465 gcres
As pointed out in Chapter One of the Draft, u porticn {963 scres}
was designated asm wilderness through paseage of the Oregon
Wilderness Act of 1994. The remaining 497 acres will ha addrassed
in a supplemant to the Draft Orepon Wildatmess BIE.

The majority of commerclal timbar in the Homestead ACEC ares would
be excluded Erom harvest becsuse it is economically non-oparahle
Refer tc Table 23 of the Draft BMP/ELS.

The commercial timber lands occurring in tha Horthern Malheur
Resource Area wers not mapped for the Proposed Land Use
Alternatives published in October, 1985 oc thiw Deaft BHP/EIS.
These lands were not included in the snalysis in thias BMP/EIS
becsuse they are administersd by the Northarn Malheur Resource
Area. Those conmerclsl timber lande were analyzed in the Northern
Malhaur Remource Area Hanagement Pramework Plan completed in 1979,
The lands in Malheur County that ace shown on the maps are not
forantad.
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Eacific Nomhwest Region
3 Souch King Sureet, Suite 212
Seattle, Washingion 98104

RECEIWVED

L7&19{PHR-RE}

LS 86716 JuL 28 1986
BUREAU 0F Lanp
ANAG
Ju o 1986 PaNER, O EHENT
To: Area Wanager, Bureay of Land Management, Baker Resource Ares,
1550 Dewey, Baker, Oregon 397814
From: Associate Regional Uirector, Recreation Respurces and
Professional Services, Pacific Northwest Region
Subject: Review of Jraft Resource Management  Plan/Environmental Impact

Statement (RMP/EIS) for the Baker Resource Area of the vale District

When the Wallowa-Hhitmam National Forest Plan was reviewsd by the National
Par¢ Service, detailed comments were provided te the Forest Service on the
river study process. Tnose previous comments establish the framework for our
Current comments on the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) RMP/EIS.

The National Park Service 15 the custodian of the Natienwide Rivers Inventory
(NR1), which was ¢onducted under the authority of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act (WBSRA), The following i5 provided for your consideration in develeping a
Resource Management Plan which contains uniform and systematic river study
procedures.

There should be, to the extent practical, comparable study procedures and
management 2ctigns between the Forest Service and BLM to Sving appropriate
rivers before Congress for their consideration faor Wild and Scenle River
status. When a river flows through lands administered by the Farest Service
and the ELM, cooperative river studies should be conducted. For example, the
draft proposed plan of the wallowa-Whitman National Forest proposes  to
recanmend te Congress the Grande Ronde River for inclusion la the Nationa]
Wild and Scenic Riwer System. However, only the portions of the Grande Ronde
within toe Natiomal Forest are included in this recownendation. The Baker
Resaurce Management Plan (BAMP) proposes to designate the Grande Ronde as an
Area of Critical Environmental Concern {AGEC). The cooperative management.
proposal in the FALM plan would be qreatly enhanced if similar river
designations were in force on Forest Service- and BLM-administared lands,
Therefore, the Forest Service and the BLM should cooperatively conduct
eligibility and suitability studies far Wild and Scenic River status on the
Grande Ronde River. If the studies conclude that the Grande Ronde River
qualifies for wild and scenic status, a Joint recommendation for its
designation as a Wild and Scenic River should be made.

11-1 Tha BlM'g recommendation for the Grande Ronge River ia in Chaptar
2, Recreation. See alss Alscumaion An Response 21-1.

11-2 Only 200 yards of Pine Creek shorellna are public Landm
adminjstered by BLM, We tharafore hava not mads any
tecomuendations on this stream,

12 ELLINGSON
LUMBER CO.

1241

2

Ay river worthy of special destfgmation &s an ACEC would appear to afsg e
worthy of consideration for Wild and Scenic River status. This would include
the Powder and Grande Ronde Rivers and Joseph {reek, each of which nas
potential as an ACEC or an Outstanding Natural Arew (ONA) in your plan.

In addition, we recommend that you add Pine Creek to this list of straans with
Wild and Scenic River potential. Pine Creek was identified in the Pacific
lorthwest Rivers Study as having “substantial® recreation value. Joseph Creek
and the Grande Ronde River were also rated as “outstanding,” while Pine Creek
and the Powder River were rated as "substantial.® A descriptian of the
Pacific Northwest Rivers Study method and a printout of recreation values
rated by activity are enclosed.

Two aaditionsl enclosures are pravided which were developed 1n our review of
the Wallowa-Whitman Forest Plan which address the river planning process,
These two enclosures summarize Naticnal Park Service recommendations regarding
river studies, They are applicable to any agency dong river planning. The
river terminology enclosure f5 one possitle set of terms that may be used.
The purpose of the enclosure 1s te precisely define rivar study terms.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon your plan.

Richard L. Winters

Enclosures 3

1. Pacific Northwest Rivers Study: Description and Printout
2. River tarminology

3. River study flow chart

cc:
WASC-762, Enyironmenta) Campliance Division

P. 0 BOX eeh
EAKER, OREGON 37414
PHONE 5238404

June 10, 1986

Mr. Jack Albright

Area Manager

Baker Resource Area Office
Bureau of Land Management
1550 Dewey Avenue

Baker, OR 978Ll4

Dear Mr. Albright:

I am wricing in response and to comment on your recently
published Baker Resource Management Plan.

It 1s my opinion, after reviewing your Plan, that you shauld
chocse the Commodity Production Alternacive (CFA). The CPA
will provide the best economic stability for the resource
dependent communicies and counties in Northeast Qregom.

I would prefer tc see the timber harvest on BLM lands
inereased rather than decrease as would occur in the
Preferred Alrernative (PA}. Lumber producers in Northeast
Oregorn are geing to be more dependent on timber sources
cutside the National Foreatg, If the Forest Servige ls
successful in reducing the ailewable cut. The BIM could
provide additiongl timber with more intensive management
and harvest withinareas avolded in the past. T would
like to see you provide a timber sale in the Hunt
Mountain area., for example.

Even though Table 1 shows many negative effects of CPA, T
believe adequate protection of natural rescurces will be
provided if CPA is adopted. There are many management
lawa on the books to see that adequate resource protecticn
takes place.

Yours Very Truly,
ELLINGSON LUMBER™CO.

Johnson
Legging Manager

GLI/sac
cc:  Robert P. Ellingson, III R GEI"FD
JUN 121968
BUREA) OF LAND BAANAREMENT
EANER, OR
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12-1 The current timber hacvest lavel is hased on a sustelned yiald,
which is a yield that a Forest cen produce continuously from a
given lavel of manageswent. It is our goal ta provide a stable
amount of timber to lndustry.

We are curcently developing a forast management plan for the Hunt
Mountain arsa. Among other thinge, the plan will indicatse proposed
road and harvest unib lecations. barvest sequence, cutting systam
snd required logping method

State of Oregon
pepartment of Envirommental Guality
Alr Quality bivision

Alr Quality Checklist For Draft Envizommental Impact Statemants
for the Baker Resourca Management Plan

I. Alr Quality Division Comments

T assimt you in responding to our concerns information deseribing
air quality monitering activities and swamarizing ait quality

hnaual Report. Coples of this report and other information can be
obtained by writing to the Division or calling (503} 229-5359,
Technical amsistance and guidance In the preparation of EIB's i
available from the Department on reguest.

Foeredt Plannlng Impact Analycsis

In preparing forest plan or timber sale BI3's, the principal issus
of concarn to the Department ie that of air quality impacts related
te forest preacribed burning. A basic yrequiremant of all EIS's is
presentation of an analysis of planned burning in relaticn toc past
burning activities. IF it can be shown that projected annual and
dally alr pollutant emissions d¢ not exceed, or are expecked o be
less than that which occurred during the 1978 baseline period {using
emigsion estimation methodology Eor baseline and future vears
developed by Sandberg, et al, USCA Forest Service), then issues
discussad in Secticons A and B are satisfisd and no additional
technical analy#ls of these lssoes {8 required. For the Baker

13_1 should therefore contagt the bepartment for guldance.

The foliowing digcuszion summarizes Department of Envitonmental
Ouality, Alr Quality pivision concerns that should be inclwded in
the draft Baker Resource Management Plan (RMP) environhental impact
statement (EIS).

Our comments are organized into four major sactions, each of which
should address the adequacy and conslastency of the RMP with reapuct
to the following elementas

A, Attainment and Maintenance of Alr Quality Standards
B. FPrevention of Significant Deterloration Reguirements
e, vigibility Protection of Clasa I areas
D. Coneistency with Air Quality and vislbility
Control Strategies
E. Consistency with Federal and State environmental policies

A Attainmment and Maintenance of Air Quality Standarda

A& bazic requirement of an EIS {s to evaluate the impact of the
proposal with respect to Clean Air Act and Oregon Clean Alr
Implementaticn Plan requirements. The first lasoe that an EIS
musk address 1o that of impaots on alr quality standard

FY2794.4 {6/9/86) -1-

conditions across the state may be Found in the Air Quality Division’s

RMP 1978 baseline emisalons data may not ba available. The EIS author

LDEPARTMENT QP ERVIROMMENTAL QUALTTY JNTEROFFICE WMEMA
TO: IRD DATE: June 9, 19E6
PROM: DEQ

SUBJECT: Camments on the Draft Environmental Iapact Statement for the
Baker Resource Mznagement Plan

The Department has reviawed the draft Envirormental Tmpact Statement (EIS)
for the Baker Resource Management Plan and provides the following
corments. These COMMENts Are ted to air quality and water quality
impact of the proposed plan. The bepartment doss not recamend a
"preferred alternative” at this time. The deficiencies outlined below
reflect the lack of background informatlon for each of the alternatives
which is neceasary for the Department of Envirommental Quality to evalumte
before selecting an alterpative. After this information im included in
the EIS, the Dapartmant would be more capable of raecommending a prefercad
alternative,

The Departmant's main air quality concern La prescribed burning.

Regarding water gquality, the Department's oconcerns focus on the surface
water and ground water quality impacts of tree cutting practices, road
construction, chemical handling and usage, Bewage dizposal, and other
forest land activitien.

The EIg does not include adequate technical informaticn to allow wakar
quality impacts to be zssesaed. Findinga nesd to be made regarding the
consistency of the plan with the provisions of the Clean Water Act) the
relationahip batween baseline water quality conditiona and the wmffacts
of platned forest activities; water gquality monitoring plama; and the
different water quality impacts of the alternatives,

attainment and maintanance., Specifically, the EIS Bust show
that the proposed action does not cause cor aignificantly
contribute to air quality seandard viclations. 1In addition,
alr quality impacts within attainment areas must not excesd
Prevention of Significant Daterioration {PSD} Lncrements
(Table 2) nor may ths impsct cause violatione of air guality
atandards (See Annual Report) estimated by swhming current air
quality conditions and the estimated increment for the
appropriate averaging timee,

B. Part C of the Clean Alr Act, requires the Department to insure
that pollotant increments in Clasa T arsas (Table 2) & not
excesd specific limlts adopted by Congress irrespective of the
originating mource, To asgura that thase incraments are not
wacesded due to planned Lncreakes in prescribed buzrning
enisslons, a technical analysie of the impact of planned burns
on nearby Class I areas {see Annual Report) and CL II lands
would be reguired. As noted abceve, such an analysis would not
bk required if it can be shown that the propossd burning
activity would not sxceed that which cocurred during the
baseline (1978) pericd wlthin the atudy ares. 1f the analysis
indicates significant impacts, spacific guantifiable meazures
designed tc mitigate the Llmpacts nust ba described in the BIS.

Vipibility Protection of Class I Areas

The Oregon Visibility Protection Plan requires tha protection

of visibility within Class I areas during the period of the

July #th weekend through Labor Day. The EIS should evaluatas

the impact of proposed prescribad burning activities on the
visibility Protection Plan with respect to protectiag visibility
within Class I areas from further deterioration. If amoke
13_1 sanagement techniques will be employed to enspre minfjmum
visibility impacts in nearby Class I areas, the smoks managemaent
program objectives and progream daseription ahould ba Lhel oded

in the EIS.

Consistency With air Quality and visibility Strategies

Proposed increases in presgribad burning smissions above the 1979
bzseline must ba svaluated with respect to the Visibllity
Protecticn Plan. If increased burning is projected, the EIS
muat address the imsue of how incressed burning will impact Clasa
I area visibility. Alao see coment B, abave,

Consistency With Federal and State Enviromental Policlies

Department policy [GAR 340-20-001) require that the Righest and
Baot Practizable Treatment and Control be applied to pollution
sources within Oregon. OAR 340-13-005, Envirormental Standard
tor Wildernsas Areas, sets forth policies on environmental
inpacts within wilderneas landa. The EXS ghould include a
statemant addresaing the consistency of the proposed plan with
respect o these policies, stating the degree to which
alrernatives to prescribed fire have been conaidered.

FY2794.A (6/9/86) -2-




Pellutant

807
TSP
HOZ
s

Table 1
Significant Alr Quality
Ambient Air Quality Impacts
For Nonattainment Areas
tmicrograms per Cubic meter}

Annual 24-pouc B-Hour 3-Hpur 1-Bour
1.0 5.0 25,0
4.2 1.0
.o
0.5 2.0

* Milligrams per cuhic meter

Table 2
Maximum Allowable Increases
{PSD} Incrmments)

Migregrams Per Cuble Meter

Class I Areas

Polletant Annual 24-Royr B-Hour 3-H
503 2.0 5.0 25.0
TSP 5.0 0.0
Class IT Argas
pollatant Anoual 24-Ronr B-Hour 3-Hour
507 0.0 91.0 512.0
TSP 19.0 37.0
Class II1 Areas
Pollutant Annual 24-Hour 8-Hour 3-Hour
803 40.0 182.0 700.0
TSP 3r.0 75.0
FY2T94.A (6/9/86) =3
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B.
13-5

c.

L.
13-6

by StateMents Ate made regarding agticultural impacts an water
quality. Howsver, there is no dlacysaion as to any existing
problems that may be attributed to current forestry
activities. The plan will need to provide more deatailad
information of the impacts on water gquality from
agricultural and forestry activities, including any
mitigating measures.

Review of Water Quality Monitoring Plans

The plan does not Include a commitment to monitor management
activities for impact con water gquality. To Llhsure that propoaed
activities do not adversely impact water quality, a monitoring
Frogram must be instituted, If the pradicted changes in water
quallty eccur, as discussed on page 62, the need for a monitoring
program becomes even greater, The reasaon being that adjusimenta
<an then be made in the monltoring program to prevent serious
deqradavicn {n water guality.

Management Alternatives

The DEQ made no attempt to detarmine a praferred alternative

for water quality. Mo derailed water quality informaticn was
provided to establish baseline conditions in akreanp of thw
resource area., The DEIS dots make &N attabpt to predict water
quality changes in Table 35. However, without displaylng the
existing water guality, acceptance of "no change® under the
preferred alternative may not be acceptable on an already
degraded Btream. In thic #xample we would want to see management
techniques applied that would improve stream conditions.

Ground Water Quality Provection

The BEIS was reviewed for itm adequacy to protect ground water
guality. The DEIS virtually ignores the groundwater component
of the hydrologie cycle. Although ground water probably will
be minimally affected by management activities, the DEIS should
recognize the importance of groundwater quality protection and
factually support the statement of impact.

For further information regarding water guality, contact John Jackson
1225-6035).

Fy2794.5
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II. Water Quality Division Comments

The £ollowing are the Department of Envitonmentsl Quality (DEQ), Water
Quality Division comments on the Draft Baker Resource Management Plan
Environmental Inmpace Statement, The document was raviewed within

the concept that land managament activities have the potential to
beneficimlly or adversely impact the quality of the waters in the
foreatland downstresm of the forest. The management plan haz ths
epportonity to improve axisting degraded rescurced and to maintain

or protect existing desirsd resource conditions. The level of
emphasis placed on water guality conditions and the processes uded
to protect that quality play an important rols in providing guidance
to the managare in the futuxe on & project-by-project basis.

We reviswed the plan with respect to the following elasments:

L

I

D.

13-2

13-3

Consigtency with Provisions of the Clean Kater Act
PrOFosed Water Quality Monitering Plans
Management Alternatives

Ground Water Quality Protecticn

Consistency with Provizions of the Claan Water Act

The plan idsneifies the nesd to comply with Pederal and Gtate
water quality atandards in Appendix G of the Flan. Howsver,
the iatroductory paragraph of the appendix guggests that these
requirements, ®"could be applied as atipulations or requirements
on propoded projects at the discretion ¢f the authorized
oftices.*

This =tatemenht, as it pertains to water guality standards, is
tokally unacreptabls. If this discretiop is exercised, the
petmon and the BLM would be in violaticn of the Clean Watwr act
and the Oregon Forest Practicen Actl

Tht means to assess the plan's ongoing effectivensss durlng the
1ite of the plan are sariogsly lacking for tha fcllowing reasond:

a) Discussion of exisring water quality and currant trends
is inadequate cOnsidering the public value placed on the
lands for visual quality, recreaticn and water quality,
e Suqgest the Dlan and EIS emphddize the existing water
quality and trenda dlasplaying the information in a secticn
in the appendices to the EIS, With the magnitode of the
potantial lmpactm that this plan can have on water quality,
it i vitally important to display the baseline water
quality conditions {n scme detail prior to implementation
of the plan.

FY2738,A (6/9/85) -4
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Ducing 1978, 5,847 tong af fuel ware burned in slwshburning and
proaserived burning for wildlife hibitat impcovemant {ses revlised Tabla
36 in Appendix © of this docuwent). Since tham, improved burning
tachniques and Euel load reductions allow firas to emit lass amoke per
unit of ares burned. Under all sltscnatives considered in the RMP/EIS
the smount of Ffuel propoded for consumpticn Falle balow the 1478
bedeline by at feawt 1,330 tons, which should contribute to en ovarall
inprovement in air quality.

Each olagh Burn or preecribed burn will be preceded by a prascribed fire
plan und an envircnmental anelysip that will address and mitigate
inpacts including those £o wildernass valties. Rassonable eltarnabivas
to prescribed fire will nlsc be considersd. All prescribed fires on BLM
lands will employ the bemt avallable control technology to minimize
smoks smigdion?, Conmideraticns will include gpeink-condition fices
with high fuel molmturs content in largs [uale, rapid ignition, and
rapid mop-up.

Sae alpe Text Revisions For pages 6l-62.

The altamnatives presented in the Draft EIS, aloag with incorporation of
standard dasign features, will meet provisionm of tha ¢lean wetar act,
speclfically Sections 204 and 313 and the Memorandum of undersianding
{MOU} with the Oragon Department of Envicoumental Quality s amended to

include livewstock grazing. See Chapter 3, Text Revisions and Appendix A.

Existlng water quality data heve been incorporated into thim proposed
plan. §ea Appundix B.

Standard dasign criteria in Appendix A of this Propoted RNP/Finel EIS
include mitigation practlces For dietucbing activitias.

A =action on monitoring haw been sdded to Chapter 2. Water quality
monitoeing will ba conducted in sccordance with the above MOU and in
mccordance with Executive Order 11514, us amended (EQ 119%1).

Tha BLM recognizes the iwportanca of groutdwater and problems aseaciated
with these resources in Oregon.
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OREGON [NTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW i
o,
State Clearinghouse
Intergovernmental Relations DIvision
I5% Cottage Street N. E.
Salem, Cragon 87310

My 34 1985

STATE AGENCY REVIEW

(A s W S o T Shi 251985

Project number-_oh 95 G410 -0 47 % perurn pute. R 231985
ENVIRONMENTAL IMWPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

E# you cannot respond 8y the atove reiurn date,
an sxtension at least one wekk prlor to the felurn datey.

please call to arrenge

ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT REVIEW
ODRAFT STATEMENT

This praject has no significant enviroamental Impact.
The envircnmental impact |s adequately described.

We suggest that the folicwing paints be conslidered In the
preparatianh of » Final Environmental Impact Statemant.

No comment.

Comment from Morrow SKCD, PO Box 127, Heppner 97836 — ph676-5452: Effects,
although measurable, would be acceptable; please coordinate the fmplementation
of the proposal with us; we recommend the preferrad alternative.

Comment [rom Eagle Valley SWCD; PO Box 206, Richland 97870; ph:
the statement will produce adverze effects (none listed).

893-3753:

Agency 0(.{11/\.‘-

gy George Stubbert /A’

1IPR %5
ited Sta Sad
\'Un te, 1 6 ks
Adgricutture Servicy

Jung 16,1976

Jack Aluright-Area “anager
Burear of Land Management
P. 0. Box 937

1530 Dewey Abe.

Baker, Jregon 77314

Re: C?mnts on the Narch 19%€ Draft of the Raker Resource Management
Plan EIS.

As our Paker County Suil Survey manring s nearing completion, our ficld
and area office staffs are locating relic areas throughout Naker County.
These areas represent ranne sites in 2 climax-excrllont conditien for
all range soiis mpped,

de woulst 1ike to request your cocperation in neeserving these arcas far

us. This may require fencing out these areas sa there will be no grazing
or qrazing for a Yimited time during the fall months.

16-1 |

Tnclosed 15 a map showing Tocation of cur designated relic arcas, e would
like to visit these sitss for fisld roview with you and oue Brea Ranga fon-
servatfonist, Alan “ahn. Please contact us when 1t will he conyenient for
you.

We uill assist you in any way uye can to presevve these arecas.

Thank-you for your cooperaticn.
Sincerely,

Rhoda Portis, District Conservationist

Soil Conservation Service Received
3930 Nidway Deive sDLELM
Jaker, Dregon Baar
cc:  Gary Yeourans-Area Conservationist W 1988
Alan Gahn-Arga Range Conservationist
Ailliam £. Laird-50l1 Survey Party Leader rm:‘; Act, l::, ioilt,
enclosures % -2
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™
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June 18, 1986 F/NWR5:222
Mr. Jack Albright

Area Manager

UU.5. Bureau of Land Management

Baker Rescurce Area Office

1550 Dewey

Baker, Oregon 97814

Re: DBaker Rescurce Management Plan,
Statement (DEIS}

praft Environmental Impact

Dear Mr. Albright:

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the aubject
DEIS and recommends that the Preferred Alternative identified in the
document be selected for management of tha Baker Resource Area. It
provides a satisfactory balance of protection, Lml?rovement and
utilization of Federal resources., We are forwarding these comments
to you in parallel with thelr transmittal to our Washington, D.C.
cffice. Final NHational Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminiatration
comments may follow at a later date.

Sincerely.

o
s
;

Dale R. Evans
Division Chief

cc: BLM - Art Oakley

ODFW - Carlson
FWS - Cralg

RECEIVED

JUN 19 1986

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BAER, OR
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16-1 We have included a recommendation for reli¢ areas in thig Proposed
BMP/Final EI5. See Chapter 3, Text Revisions.

-2-

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments, which are
fntended to ba constructive to BLM's effort toward producing and
implementing an approprfate Resource Management Plan, 1f you have any
questions, please contact Mr. Brian Ross of our EIS and Energy Review
section at (206) 442-8516 or FT5 399-8516.

Sincerely,

. - K ’ £
bbert S. Burd
Director, Water Division

Enclosures

cg:  ALM {State DNirector) USFS (R-6}
USFS [W-WHF) USFHS
HMFS Q0EQ
ODFW CRITFC
™S sC
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US ENV.RONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENGY

REGION 10
[RTEPI
LSRR SIS
I

RECEIWVEDR

SUN 30 1986

BURESY OF LARD MANAGE 2w
LA

Jack Albright, Area Manager
Baker Resource Area Office
Burcau of Land Management
1550 Dewey

Baker, Oregon 97314

Dear Mr. Albright:

The Envirormental Protection Agency (EPA} has reviewed the drafi
Baker Resource Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement {AMP/EIS}
prepared by your office. The draft RMP/EIS analyzes four alternatives
for overall management of about 430,000 acres of public land administersd
by the Bureau of Land Management {BLM) in northeastern Oregon. COur
review was conducted in accordance with the National Emvironmental Policy
Act, and our authority under Section 309 of the Clean Afr Act to
determine whether the impacts of proposed federal actions are acceptable
in terms of environmental quality, public heaTth, and welfare. Our
detailed review report {s enclosed.

The draft RMP/EIS was generally well written and understandable.
However the analyses presented, together with the highly “qualified”
nature of some of the Standard Design Features, do not adequately support
that "unnecessery and undue degradation” wou'ld mot occur with
implementation of the BLM Preferred Alternative, Our major concerns
regard the potentia) for adverse water quality fmpacts to¢ occur under the
BLM Preferred Alternative {and indeed under any of the alternatives
presented 1f adequate design features and reasonable monitoring are not
always applied). In particular, nonpeint degradaticn of water quality
and impacts to designated beneficial uses can result from grazing,
mining, timber harvest, and road construction activities managed by BLM.
Managing and monitoring for the cumulative effects of such planned
activitfes in the Baker Resource Area deserves more specific attention in
the final RMP/EIS, as later project-specific evaluations are not expected
to be sble to deal with this aspect of land management effectively.

After careful consideration, we support redesignation of the
"Natural Environment Protection Alternative” as preferred. This
alternative best protects environmental quality while sti1l providing
high levels of commodity cutputs: fn short, of the alternatives analyzed
1t best reflects the concept of multiple use, We have rated the draft
RMP/EIS as E0-2 {Environmental Objections - Insufficient Informatiom}. A
summary of the EPA rating system for draft EIS's fs enclosed for your
reference, After you have had an opportunity to consider cur comments,
we will contact you to offer our assistance during revision and
finalization of the RMP/EIS,

BAKER RESOURCE MRNAGEMENT PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Review Report of the
V.5 Environmental Protectlon Agency

Hater Quality

The draft RMP/EIS does a good job of describing the various types of
activities that have potential to adversely affect water quality including
forestry manageament, mining, grazing and road constructlon. Little discussion
15 provided ahout the location and extent of existing or potential problems,
however

It s noted that sediment and agricultural chemicals account for most of
the water pollutants fn the ares. It is further noted that trout and
anadromous fish habitat 1s in poor condition. The relatlonships between water
quality and fish habitzt should be described and general locations of existing
problems should be noted. A useful aid te this discussion could be to
highlight on a map the important fish habitats and areas of ewisting water
quality problems in the Baker Resource Area. Areas of overlap are obvious
facuses for special management attention {(1.e.. special consideration while
determining the appropriate types of activities to permit ta and around these
locationsy.  This presentation would also help the final RMP/EIS to disclose
where future land gisturping activirtes may affect water quality and
beneficial uses, For example, a quick glance at Map 2 shows that high to
evers erosion potential land often corresponds with commercial forest lands
The Final RMP/EIS should aiscuss opvinus circumstances of potantial resource
conf'icts such as this in some dezail This discussion shoula include
coniideration of wnether Standard Design Features (Appendix G) are likely to
be sufficlent 1n such areas. (It would also be usefuil if the locations of
significant irrigation dlversions and hydroelectric impoundments were

identified on the area maps.)

Without such information. it is not possible for us to determine whether
any alternative is adequately protective of water quality and designated
beneficial uses Given the information presented ¢(both that water quality
impacts have accurred and that poor habitat conditions exist for fish as a
beneficial use), 3 high degree of mon'toring would be reguired to support the
levels of activities proposed (see Monitoring comments, below!.

We have several ather specific comments regarding water quality, as
fol iows.

We disagree with the statement on page 60 that road construction and
tractor legging impacts would be unavoidable under ail alternatives: these
activities are permitted by BLM. and are thus avoidasle. [IF adverse impacts
ave accurring, more restrictive manigement practices can be applied If more
restrictive practices would net sdequately reduce impscts, the activity may be
inappropriate in the proposed location. The giscussions in the final RMP/E(S
should empnasize the develepment of a framework for determining where and how
specific activities may occur. Parr of this pianning guidance should be that
whei e 'mpazts cannot be sarisfactorily reduced, they should be avorded by not
permitting the activity
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The introduction .o tre [n
“Analye's indlicated that treie
municipal watershedis) . gioundedbe:
sublects would not be aawslyaed F.
mertioned groundwater . .t munic i
dlscussed. The analyse. lear
resources 15 possiole nhold be
for domestic water supplivs

ntal Consequences chapter states,

toue Ao osignificant impacttsy vpon . L

. tn-) floodplains.” and that these

' The text 'n chapter 2 <p. 12} briefly
water supplies and floodplains are not
gt Fhe conclusions that oo lmpacts to these
avized in the finad RMP/ETS. ia particular

Without aenefit «f weeing thisz analysis, the assertion that no activities
on BLM iands have tne cutential o affect any domestic water supply 1s
somewbat turprising and difficult 1o accept. Are there no domestic suppllies
in watersheds which tude BLM iand’ Domestic supplies, for the purposes of
applicability of the [nfe im Primary Prinking Water Standards, are generally
definez as serving 25 o more persons for 60 or move days per year The lack
of Congressionally designated mun’cipal watersheds #n the area does not reduce
the reed to address ather domestic tuaplles.

The Soil and Watershed Management discussion For the No Action
Adtermative {(Chapter 3, p. 39, mentisns management stipulations that are
currently applied to activities to minimize eroston and water quality

impacte The Natural Fnvironment Piratection Alternative wauld apply more
stringent stipulations, while the Commadity Production and BLM Preferred
Alternatives do not specifically mertion management stlpulations. Mhat,
specitically, ave the soil and waterined management stipulations that have
been applied for diffeiert activi=iz; ta date and how would they differ in
each alternative’ Mare 1mpostant e Final RMP/EIS should address the
suffi reary of these me. EH ave been applied in the past. in order
Poovel roame e real ovoposed practice;  Sefficiency wou'd
et red in terws ot reticial uses (0.oe., did the pract'ces
ko5 cimply, were they appl

The same section mertians the Mugan Creek Watershed Plan. This plan
shou'd be described mare fally.  In particular, the problems lTeading to the
need far the plan and the causes of these problems should be described. This
is important in arder e getarmine whetner the proposed management
alternitives For tne Baber Resouice A-ea can avotd the occurrence of simflar
problems in other watei<heds. Addrewcing already existing problems #n other
watersheos through similar plans i. 4 related but separate Issue.

Exlsting sanitary problems 4+e meationed at severa) poiats in the Draft.
=+ of these problems should be described

Tre [mpacts to Watel sect'on =t rhapter 4 fpage £2-1) should be expanded
in consideration cf the above comments  In particular, it should emphastze
the beseficial uses of watev, suth a2 wiowth and propsgation of Fish. Along
thrase “inec, one type ot ‘mpact thot ' of concert bul was not extensiuely
discosted in thit sect'on ig the etirentatlon of spawning and overwinte-ing
areas for Fiyh The diatt RMPAEIS ) oe state or gage £5 that streeam siltatlaon
could inctease -esulty “ewtieieo s small effects” «n Flsh habitat, Lut no
sdupe o praveded fo <oconteocon There is a g-owing body SF data
indicating that when v cprave’ o0 wcrean asout 20 perrent. twiosigal of
satmentds to pmergerce de: 1z oand signiflcantly The potentiel For
activities on BLM lang., 1

.:_.nE.\m_ﬂ.miqg::o:u‘Jﬁ.imwaw
shadd e discussed now oy dletar’ 0 s Final &MPAFY

After careful coniileratior, we support redesignation of the Matura
Covironment Protection alternatiwe s the preferved alternative for
implementation in the Harer Rescuice Area This alternative 15 the only one
analysed that includec wrot we covsicer to be appropriate language for
management of the waiisus natural 2scurces of the Area. It 15 the
alternative least likaly to result in significant adverse impacts owverall, for
the follewing reason:

- It is the only a'ternative wrich would explichtly require successful
mitigation of fmmcts to ripa-ian resources and values, and development
of management proyrams for a!l ciparian areas not fn good condition

M It wosld exclude livestock fiom six miles of streams (reducing grazing
impacts to the greatest exteqts, while reducing overall llvestock use by
snly 30 AJM

M 1t would increase compliance menitoring of mining operations, while stil
cpening 73 percent of the mineral estate to leasing and development (vs.
/S percent in the BLM Prafe-red Alternativel

. It would be mest protective o soil and watershed walues
. 1t would have 8 'awer inter:ity of timber harvesting by vemoving less

timher from more aci g thar the BLM Preferred Alternative (while stil]
maintaining BS percent of the timber output)

Ttowensld decigrare vz owmedca' Management Areas fthough apparently
arting ajize fo ceemoant, A arves overall than the BLM Preferred

ternative wouldsy. wnile 34711 providing significant levels of al) other
autputs

- 1t would provide the most apn-ceriate emphasis of any of the alternatives
oA management and monitorirg to ensure protection of flsh and wildlife,
including Threatered and Frdangered species .

Owerall, the Natnma® Enyivenment Frotection Alternative appears to be a
qood example of trug meltiple sie Taragement [t I35 encouraging to see that
sech management can i1 fact allaw fo the production of significant levels of
commodity outputs, while providing rcasonable protection for other resources
[n fact, as the bulleted items abnwve polnt aut, anly relatively minor
reductions in outputs were necestaty to sfFord a reasonable degree of
environmental protectian  (Of « e, manitoring is still necessary to ensure
that cignificant impa:ts do not <o 0 e belleve, however, that the other
altpinatives genevally ~verampta’ze commodity outouts whithout appropridte
emphas's on protecting other vewccre. and could result 1n unnecessary angd
wndue envivonmenta’ danadatio
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Alr Qualit

The draft RMP/EIS notes thab air quality standards are occasionally
exceaded in the Area. It further notes that although BLM precently has no
smoke management regulations for the Area. smoke management 15 considered
during planning for all prescribed burnsg The final RMP/ETS should describa
how smoke management 15 taken Ynta account For evample, page 62 states that
with "appropriate mitigatian measuves” g'fferences in afr quality among the
alternatives would aot be noticeable. The final RMP/EIS should describe what
these mitigation measures would entail; i.e.. it should provide the quidance
for planning later specific burns so that adverse air gqualtty tmpacts do not
occur. Guidance to avold degradation of the two Class I alrsheds in the Avea
should be specifically discussed. It should also be noted that the RMP/ELS
analysis 13 not adeguate for specific air guality assessmants, so that site
specific data would be necessary for such assessments.

The draft RMP/EIS nctes that wood smoke contriputes to afr quality
standards being occastonally exceeded in northeast Oregon towns. Hhat
percentage of local fuelwood 1 gathered from the Baker Resource Area fas
opposed to the Hallows-wWhitman Natlonal Forest, for example)?

Managers of public forest lands have a unique cppartunity to help educate
the pebtic about the relationships between fuelwood use, afr pollution, and
wealth impacts. This 14 because unigue access to the woodburning public 1s
provided through the permit process. 1f you are not already doing so, you may
wish to consider distributing informational pamphiets with each wood cutting
permit issued, If appropriate literature is not readily available, we would
be Papsy to provide examples that ave heing used elsewhers.

The final RMP/EIS should address monitoring in a more comprehensive
manner, perhaps by fncluding a summary gutline. HWe recognize that future
specific activities will require monitoring in specific ways. and that these
cannot always be predicted precisely at the RMP stage. At the same time,
project-spectfic monitoring does little to determine whether the averall
impacts of management (especially cumulative effects}) are as predicted. The
final RMP/EIS shoulo therefore discuss the monitoring that would be done to
addgress overall Area Impacts during the 11fe of the RMP, and how the
Information gathered may be used to modify management practices if necescary
The role of project-specific monltoring should be descrited as well talthough
this aspect would of necessity be more generic).

In several places, the draft RMP/EIS implies that specific types of
impacts would be redaced due to increased monitoring under the BLM Preferred
and Natural Environment Protection alternatives Ce.g., pages 63 ang 45) The
same is ‘mplied vegarding Ingreased compllsnce inspections of mining
operations under tuese alteragtives  In both circumstances, heweve-, the
manitoring would oy occur contingent on Funding This i5 of significant
concern to us. Me recognize that monitosing can be very expeasive.  Howewer,
the need for monitoring is commensuréte with the degres of vish associated
with any alternative; nighes levels of ogutputs likely require more intangive
mon:toring  We consider that monbtoring needs ave not separable from the
overall alternative The final RMP/E]S must commit to Funding the wonitoring

needest fon pack alternative

we consider the standard design measyres described fn this sectlion to be
a key aspect of the RMP. They grovide the basic guidelines for
project-specific planning that may occur in the future

The introduction states that the project design features, reclamation
easures, and procedoves described in the appendix "could be applied as
stipulations or Teguivements on proposed projects at the discretion of the
authorlzed officer” {emphases addeg). HWhlle this may be appropriate for
Certain measures, it is not so for all of them. For example, compllance with
water quatity standards 1 not discretionary. The Introductory phrase quoted
sbove effectively negates some of the specific tand appropriate) language in
following sections (particularly the Minerals section)

The Final RMP/EIS should identify the specific standards or design
measnres whose application would not be 2 minimum requirement. The
introduction should alse state that the adequacy of mitigation measures for
a1l types of activities will be determined (by an environmental Assessment or
other appropriate means) prior to implementation of specific projects The
role of monitoring in determining the success of mitigation should aiso be
briefly described or referenced.

Minerals This b5 an excellent sectlon. Me are particularly pleased with the
emphasis on the objective - prevention of usnecessary or undue degradation -
and with the specific messures being Clearly aimeg at achieving it. zm are
also pleased with the lack of qualifying terms (1.e., “where practical"y, The
stipulations 'n this section are appropriate mintmum requirements and should
be appl'ed to all operations This would clearly be the case if the
Tntroductsry prrase discussed above was not in place.  If Ehat phrase is nat
modified, this section pravides ao predictability or accountability; these
must not be “qualified away" in the RMP.

We have two specific commants on this section. First, paragraph
(General) states "Failure to initlate and complete reasonable mitlgation
measures ... May constitute unnecessary or undue degradation” {emphasis
added). Thlg statement fncludes the only quatifying term In the section.  Me
belleve Fallure to apply "reasonable” mitigation would by definition result in
unnecessary degradation. It 15 therefore important that "may" bé changed to
Wil Of course, we are primarily interested that mitigation measures be
successful “Complete” may nave been intended to include this concept;
however . the wording really only reguires that the measures am.muu__mn.
Monitering 15 the tonl by which success of applied mitigation is measured. He
suggest rewording along the following lines: "Failure to successfully apply
veasonable mitigation measures wil) constitute unnecessary or :qa:m
degradation. Standards gefining success. and plans for monitoring these
standards. will be determineg on a project.specific basis.
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The bntroduction to the Enviranmental Consequences chapter states,
“Analysis indlcated that there would Le no significant Impact(s? upon
municipal watershedi{s), grocundwarer, tor} floodplalns,” and that these
subjects would not be aralyzed further. The text in chapter 2 (p. 12) briefly
mentioned groundwater, but municipal water supplies and Floodplaing are not
discussed The analyses lead'ng to the conclusions that no Impacts to these
resources is posstble shouid be <ummaiized In the final RMP/ELS: in particular
for domestic water suppiies

Without benefit of seeing thi: analysis, the assertion that no activities
on BLM lands have the potential to affect any domestic water supply t
somewhat surprising ang d'fficult to accept. Are there no domestic supplies
in watersheds which ‘nclude BLM land’ Domestic supplles, for the purposes of
applicability of the Interim Primary Drinking Water Standards, are generally
defined as serving 25 or nore persons For 60 or more days per year. The lack
of Congressionally designated municipal watersheds in the area does not reduce
the need to address other domestic supplies.

The Sol! and Watershed Management discusslon for the No Action
Alternative (Chapter 3, p. 39}, mertlons management stipulations that are
currently applled to activities to minimize eroston and water quality
impacts The Matural Environment Protection Alternative would apply more
stringent stipulatieoss, wnile the Commodity Production and BLM Preferred
Alternatives do not specifically mention management stipulatlons. Hhat,
specifically, are the soil and watershed management stipulations that have
been applied for differert activities to date and how would thay differ ia
each alternative! More importantly. the Final RMP/EIS shoutd address the
sufficieacy of these measiies as they have been applied in the past, 'n order
btz he'rn Frame tag regson ity ©f tne sroposed practices. Sufficlency would
be defired in terms of pratection of beaeflcial uses ¢l.e., did the practices
work, vs. simply. were they applied:.

The same sectlon mentions the Morgan Creek Watershed Plan.  This plan
should be descriped more fully, In particular, the problems leading to the
need for the plan and the causes of these problems should be describad. This
Is Important 1n order to determine whether the proposed management
alternatives for the Baker Resource fiea can avold the occurrence of similar
probtems in other watersheds, Addie<.ing already ex'sting problems in other
watersheds through similar plans i+ a velated but separate !ssue.

Existing sanltary probtems are rmentioned at several polnts In the Draft.
The significance and potential impacts of these problems sholld be Jdescribed.

The Impacts to MWater section of chapter 4 {page 62-3) should be expanded
in consideration of the above comments In particular, 1t should emphasize
the beneficial uses of water, such a5 growth and propagation of fish., along
these lines, one type of impact that is of concern hut was act extensively
discussed in this section is the sedimentation of spawning and overwliatering
areas fo- fith The draft RMP/ETS e state On page 65 that stream siltation
cowld incredse resulting in "extreme small effects” on fish habitat, but no
support is provided for th's conclusizn.  There s a growing body of data
ingicatinrg that when in-grave’ fires erceed about 20 percent, surcvlval of
salmonids to emergence dec'ines rap’dly and significantly The potenttal For
activities on BLM lands to affect the ‘a-gravel sedimentation of fish streams

should be discussed in mce detail “a tae Final RMP/ELS

_4-

Environmenta 1y Preferred Alternatlive

Aftar carefuyl consideration, we support redesignation of the Natura
Environment Protection alternative 4, the preferred alternative for
implementaticn In the Baker Resource Area. This alternative is the only one
analyzed that includes what we consider to be appropriate language for
managemgnt of the various natural resources of the Area. It is the
alternat!ve least tikely to result in significant adverse Impacts overall, for
the followlng reasons

> [t 's the only alternative which would explicitly require successful
mitigation of impacts to riparian resources and values, and development
of management programs for all riparfan areas not ¥n good condition.

* It would exclude livestock from six miles of streams {reducing grazing
fmpacts to the greatest extenti, whlle reducing overall livestock use by
only 10 AUM

* It would increase campliance monitoring of mining cperations, whila stil)

opering 73 percent of the mineral estate to leasing and develgpment (ws.
75 percent in the BLM Preferred Alternativel.

. 1t would be most protectlve of soil and watershed values
o 1t would have a lowar intensity of timber harvesting by removing less

timber from more acres than the BLM Preferred Alternative (while still
maintaining 85 pe-cent of the timber output}.

- It would designate moie Spec’ al Management Areds {though apparently
sstting aside for f=em only 27 more acres overal! than the BLM Preferred
alternative would?y. wnile still providing significant levels of all other
oubpubs.

. It would provide te most appropriate emphasis of any of the alternat!ves

on management and monitoring to ensure protection of flsh and wildlife,
ingluding Threatened and Endangered species

Overatl, the Natural Envivorment Protection Alternative appears to be a
good evample of true myltigle use management. It 15 ancouragling to see that
such management can in fact allow foo the production of significant levels of
commodity outputs, while provlding reasonable protection for other resources
In fact, as the bulleted items abowe polnt out, only relatively minor
reguct|ons 'n outputs were necessary ta afford a reasonable degree of
environmental protection. (OF couwrse, monitering 1s st1¥} necessary to ensure
that s‘gnificant impacts do not ocrur.) We belleve. however, that the other
alternatives generally overemphaslze commodity outputs without appropriate
emphas’s on protecting uther resgurces. and could result in unnecessary and
wndue anvironmental degiadation.
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Alr Quality

The draft RMP/EIS notes that alr quality standards are occasionally
exceaded 'n the Arga. It further notes that although BLM presently has no
smoka management regulations for the Area, smoke management is considered
during planning for a!l prescribed burns. The final RMP/EIS should describe
how smoke management is taken Into account. For example, page 62 states that
wlth "appropriate mitigation measuras” diffarences in air quality among the
alternatives would not fe noticeable. The final RMP/EIS should describs what
these mitigatlion measures would entail; '.e., it should provide the guidance
for planning later spec'fic burns so that adverse air guality impacts do not
occur,  Guidance to avold degradation of the two Class [ airsheds 'n the drea
should te specifically discussed. It should alsoc be noted that the RMP/EIS
analysis ¥ nat adeguate for specific air quality assessments, so that site
spec|fic data wou'd be necessary for such assessments.

The draft RMP/EIS notes that wood smoke contributes to alr quality
standards being occasionally exceaded in northeast Oregon towns. Mhat
percentage of local fuelwood 15 gathered from the Baker Resource Area {as
opposed ta the Wallowa-Hhitman National Forest, for example)?

Managers of public forest lands have a unique opportunity to help educate
the public about the relationships between fuelwood use, alr pollution, and
health 'mpacts. This is because unique access te the woodburning public s
pravided through the permit process. If you are not already doling so, you may
wish to constder disteibuting 'nformational pamphlets with sach wood cutting
permit Yssued. If appropriate literature Is not readily avallable, we would
be happy to provide ewamples that are being used elsewhere.

HONLTORING

The fina) RMP/E]S should address monitoring 1n a more comprehensive
manner, perhaps by including a summary outline. Me recognize that future
specific activities will reguire monitoring in specific ways, and that these
cannot always be pregdicted precisely at the RMP stage. At the same time,
project-specific menitaring does little to determine whather the overatl
impacts of management {(especially cumulative effects) are a¢ predicted. The
final RMP/E]S should tharefore discuss the monitoring that would be done to
address overall Area impacts during the 1ife of the RMP, and how the
information gathered may be used to modify management practices If necessary.
The rale of project-specific monitoring should be described as well {although
this aspect would of necessity be more qenericl.

In several places, the draft RMP/EIS implles that specific types of
impacts would be reduced due to increased monitoring under the BLM Preferred
and Natural £nvironment Protection alternatlves (e.g., pages 63 and 65). The
same 1s implied regarding increased compliance Inspections of minlng
operations under these alternatives. In both circumstances, hawever, the
monltoring would only occur contingent on funding. This s of significant
congarn to us. MWe recognize that monitoring can be very expensive. However
the need For monitoring 15 commensurate with the degree of risk associated
with any alternative. nigher levels of outputs likely require more intensive
monitering. HWe consider that monitoring needs are not separable from the
overall alternative. The final RMP/EIS must commit t2 funding the monitaring
Ineeded far gach alternative.

_5-

Standard Design Features-Appendis G

We cons'der the standard design measures described in this se:}laﬂ to be
4 key aspect of the RMP. They provide the basic quldelines for
project-specific planning that may occur in the future.

The introduction states that the project design features, reclamaticn
measures, and procedures described fn the appendiz "could be applied as
stipulations or requirements on proposed projects at the iscration of the
authorized officer” (emphases added). Mhile this

—1t 1s oot so for ail of them. For example, compliance with
water quality standards is not discretionary. The Introductory phrase quoted
above effectively negates some of the spec!fic ¢and appropriate) language In
following sectlons (particularly the Minerals sectlon).

The final RMP/EIS should ldent!fy the specific standards or design
measures whose app!ication would not be a minimum requirement. The
Introduction should also state that the adequacy of mitigation measures For
all bypes of activities will be determined {by an Environmental Asszssment or
other appropriate means) prior to implementation of specific projects. The
role of monitoring in determining the success of mitigation should aiso be
briefly described or referenced.

Minerals This 1s an excellent section. We are particularly pleased with the
emphasis on tha objective - prevention of unnecessary or undue degragation -
and with the spec)fic measures belng clearly aimed at achleving ft. HE are
also pleased with the lack of qualifying terms (1.¢., “"where practical®). The
stipulations In this section are appropriate minimum requirements and shoutd
be applied to all operations. This would clearly be the rase If the
tntroductory phrase discussed above was not 1o place. [f that phrase {5 not
modified, this sectlon provides no predictability or accountability, these
must not be "gualified away" in the RMP.

We have two specific comments on this sactlon. First, paragraph 1
(General} states "Fallure to initiate and complate reasonable mifigation
Measures ... may constitute unnecessary or undue degradation” (emphasis
added>. This statement includes the only qualifying tern In the section. MWe
belleve fallure to apply “reasonable” mitigation would by deflnition result in
unnecessary degradation. [t is therafore Important that “may" be changed to
“will." OF course, we aré primarily interested that mitigatlon measures be
successful . “Complete” may have been intended to include this concept:
howaver. the wording really only requires that the measures be applied.
Mcnitaring 15 the too) oy which success of applled mitigation is measured. We
suggest rewording along the followlng lings: “Failure to successfully apply
reasonable mitigation measures will constitute uonecessary or untug
degradation. Standards defining success, and plans for monitoring these
<tandards. will be determined on & project-specific basis."
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Hext. the section dealing with fisheries, wildlife, and plant hab!tat
[paragraph [T (AY(2}td}] only discusses threatened or endangered species.
Habitat for non-threatened species may be significant enough that special Ccare
is required to minimize disturbance: for example, anadromous fish spawning ang
rearing areas, or critical wi'dlife overwintering grounds might require such
care. At a minimpr, this sect-on should reference that measures to minimlze
impatts to other species wi'l he requived and specifled on a project-speclific
basis.

Timber Harvest In contrast to the Mingrals section, thls sectlen has numerous
qualtfylng terms. The discussion does not allow us to determine the extent of
environmental degradation thet may actually occur. MWe recognize the necasstty
of allowing avthorized officials the flexibiltty to make project-specific
decisions an the ground. However, this section should provide the officlals
<and the publicy with the specific bounds within which the decisicnmaking myst
oc¢ur.  Me hive several guestions and suggestions, as follows.

Under Silvicultural Practices (p.104) clearcutting would not be practiced
where solls/slope or other watershed rondlt!ons are subject to unacceptable
damage. Please define “unacceptable damage.” What specific features could
trigger a decision not to altow clearcutting (1.e., what specific s'ope/sofl
type combinations or "other watetshed condttlons™>? It Is Important that
these triggers be exposed to putlic review and comment at the RMP stage, since
future actlons will tier back *o it. Also, why ts '5 years the target for
grectocking. wersus the 5 years genarally requived of the Forest Service?

The Roads sectlon in garticular needs to be strengtbened by removing
guatifiers. It skould also he pupanded somewhat., For example, number 5 under
Lacation of Logging Roads states “areas of vegetation would be left or
established between roads a~d ttreams.” MWhat will he adequate widths for
these areas, and what types of vegetation would be left?

The Soi! Pratection measures include the requirement that not more than
12 percent of any area become compacted. HWe are pleased that there is a
specific standard. What Is the basis for the figure of 12 percent? Is it at
or below a threshols of some sort? Alse, how will the standard be monitored.
ang what management actlens would occer i 1t is exceeded?

We have several comments regarding subsection 7, Protection of Streams,
HWetlands-Riparian Areas, and Other Haters. The final RMP/EIS should state
whether guidelines given in project planning documents for marking buffer
strips can be less stringent than those listed in the RMP, If they can be, it
should specify the conditions rnder which such would be allowed, and discuss
why this is reasonible

He agree that buffer ttrip widths cannot be arbitrar!ly established and
quaranteed to e optimum for A’ sitvations. However, the Functions angd

values of riparian areas for f7ih and wildlife habitat and water quality are
disproportipnate to the area :ney occupy. This places the burden on multiple

uce managers Lo Justify when 11 i< 1easonable to permit actiwities in these
jareas . Therefore, the flnal RMPYEDS should propose standards tor st least a
process for setting them) tha> more spectfically govern activities in riparian

sreas, emphasizing protectice of all thefir functions and walues. For esample.
paragraph 7tc) on cage 106 <hcuid be rewritten. The wioth of a buffer strip
<noutd net be determined by he amount of timber that 15 o be (emoved," but

vather the gther way aicund

_g-

Table 29 (page 40). The format of thls table makes ¥t confusing. Ha
would suggest breaking it into two tables: one for forest lands and ome for
wpodlands. Alsa, regarding footnote #7, why are Special Management Areas set
aside as a percentage of other managed lands? Me would ewpect the area of
gach proposed SMA to be determined by the distribution of the values it
contalns, with £IS alternatives differing 'n the SMAs chosen but not in the
acreage within an individual SMA.

Off Road Vehicle Use (page 44). HWhat is the method for and efficlency of

17-27 Ienforcement of ORY use restrictions 'n “limited" areas?

17-28

17-29

17-30

17-31

17-32

General Methodalogy and Assumptions for Analys's (pages 59-60). These
were usefyl sections. They should help the public understand how potential
impacts were analyzed. Me ave particularly pleased with assumption 4, which
describes the role of monitoring as valldating the EIS analyses (predictlons
of impacts). MWe soggest your definition of “short-term" note that, for some
fish and wildiife specles, 10 years Can eguate to several generatlons and
would thus be "long-term” for them (1.e., emphasize that this is a semantic
pianning definition only).

Also, we are confused by the last statement under Assumptions: “BLM
capabllity to fully mitigate impacts Is Timited under the 43 CFR 3809
regulations.” BLM can requive reclamation bonding (to be posted with the
state, for example}, so that appropriate reclamation is assured, Similarly,
BLM can issue Hotices of Noncompliance for any conditions it observes which
are clearly cutside of those allowed under an approved Plan of Operations.
«{0f course, other enforcement for violatlons of water guality standards or
NPDES permit conditions would be the responsibility of EPA and the Oregon
Department oF Envivonmental wa'ity.d Please expand this discussion in the
final RMP/EIS

Impacks to Ccanomic Condizlons (page 691, Economic Ympacts have baen
expressed as local personal 'ncome and employment changes. This part of the
analysis was presented well The discussion should be expanded somewhat to
acknowledge the regional economic importance of the Area’s resources {in

particular, salmony.

I Federa) Agencies (page /1». AS you are aware, EPA was formed by
Executive Order in 1970, and dces not report to the Secretary of the [nterior.

Wilglife Considerations {p. 104). Regarding srag management, please
Idefine "an adequate number of green trees or culls per acre.” How will this
be determined?

Maps. Mapping can often canvey more informatlon more quickly and
understandably than may pages ~f text. The maps distributed with the draft
RMPJEIS were useful and of high quatity., In particular, the attempt made to
overlap key wses witn soil einclon hazard areas is commendable. IF anything,
too much has heen a:temptes to ke chown In some cases for a black and white

Farmat. MWe have nuggested toa- _eme addltional information be mapped. Given
the eapense of mu'ti-colan cointing. &n e<trs black-and.white map may pe the
mast cost-afferti e means < pi:widing the requested infarmation,
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Similarly, Paragraph 2¢d) implies that the goal in determining buffer
strip whdths i5 the protection of the pther resources (such as water
quality). It provides ne guidance on how to determine what is required to
meet this need. howevar. Also, while stumps may provide some streambank
protection (paragraph 7(e)], they are not a good source of future woody debris
or significant shading.

Paraggraph 7(F) Is of concern. HWe believe that where it is “difficult to
leave an adequate buffer of timber to shade and protect the straam,” the
riparian area Cand uvpslope as far as necessary} should not be disturbed. The
planning for Individual sales myst define where and how harvest can occur such
that adequate protectlon of other resources results. Similarly, one way to
reduce the likelihood that “excessive windthrow" will be a significant problem
<! e, cause fish migration blockages) s te establish larger buffer strips,
not eliminate them.

He are pleased that 75 percent of natural stream shading would be
maintained. HKowever, when this shading is achievabis with only small hardwood
species, other long-term components of the riparian tystem could be seriousty
affected. For example, streambank stab!lity and a sufficient scurce for
sustatned recruitment of large woody debris would not be guaranteed
Estimates can be made of the amount and type of larger trees that would be
necessary te provide these values (using estimates of natural mortality and
Tnstream deeay rates for different tree species). Such estimates allow
back-calculation to the amount and type of trees that can be remeved from a
ripartan zone while maintaining its functions and values over the tong term.
The final RMF/EIS should Include such analyses on a qeneral level, so that
riparian ares guidance for future specific activitles can be adeguate.

He are pleased that cumulative effects of rcads would be considered
relative to key wildlife habltat (p. 107). This conslderation should be
eapanded to other resources {water quality and Fish habitat. for exampie) and

not be Timited to the effects of roads.

Other Specific Comments

The Flanning Area (page 1). A smal) map differenttating between Section
3 and Saction 15 grazing lands would be most helpful .

Relationship to Tribal Treaties (page 10). MWe are pleased that this
It should be expanded somewhat to discuss how BLM will
Interact with the tribes in future project-specific planning.

Solls {page 12). The test states there are 158,000 acres of fragila
s61Ys 'n the planning area, while Table 7 totals 163,000

Table 22 (page 27}, HMe are pleased that this table (iLesses Dependence on
It helps to put the RMP decisions !nto perspective,

17-1 A Resource Plan/Envi 1 Ispact Statasent is
daslgned to proposs land use allocatlicns in response to Lesues and
concerns of the public, and to identify the impacts of thosa

amant actions. Ralationships of the varicus resducces,
lneluding conflicts, are presented in gensrel terms ssphasizing
acrsan for prlocity Plang erm
implemented through site-specific plana o sctivity plans. These
plans identify tesourca relationships on m site-specific besis. At
this level the standsrd design festucrs ace spplisd in resolving
conflicts and mitigeting impacte, Activity plwne ace also in
confornance with the Watlonal Eaviconsantal Pollcy ket.

17-2 TWoad construction and tractor logging has the potential to impact
s0i! regardless of ths stipulaticns spplied. short-term impacts
will be mitigated using the standard design festures in Appendix
A. Mitigstion is epplisd on a site-specific baais. All impacts
that cannot ba mltigatsd to sn scceptsbls level will result in a no
sction decimion ot the particular slte. We estlmatad that in the
Bskar Planning Ares thers ars approximatsly 1,304 acres of
cousdrelal tisher lands whers the impacts canngt be witigated and
tharsfore this ac will be resoved from the sustalned bimber
sanagemant b (sne Tebls 2% of the Draft EMP/EIE). This scrasge
figurs in estloated from o sample of the timber lands in the
planning sres.

17-3 Thera ars no domestic watec supplies, & Jefined by the Interin
Primacy Drinking Water Standards, on BLM sdministered lands in tha
Baker BMF aTen.

17-4 The Btandacd Design Teaturss relatsd to land disturbing activities
would be the sams regarvdless of the Land use alternative welacted;
only the scras of public lande available for thase sctivities
dLffar by slternativa. Xach alternative prioritizes rhacurces
diffavently, in the case with fragila soils. This accounts for
diffarant stipulations for altacnatives. The stendard design
Esaturas in Appendlx A aré the tasult of yaars of on-the-ground
aitigation and monltoring. Considerabla public involvement by BLM
wnd the Forsst Service, as well as in developmant of the Oregon
Practicas Act, has gone into the dealgn of thase practices.

17-5 & watarshad plan for Morgan Cresk ls currently baing daveloped to
describe messurss to corcact severs stream hank evosion caussd by
past llvestock menagesent practices and flocd svents. Othar
watarshad problem acads and proposed corrective massures are
included in ths Burnt Rivar Habitst Managewent Flun snd tha
oregon/Washington Five Year Riparlan Management Plan, both
scheduled for complation in 1986, Ses also Responss 17-1.

17-6 Thers ace two streams (Cranda Bonde and Burnt Rivers) and the
impoundmant of the Snake Rivar in the Baker RHP srea that are of
concarn because of ssnitation problems. These freas acs haavily
used by rlver reftars and caopars sach year and ssnitstion
Eucilities ace very limited. BLK and USFS are currently in the
praliminacy stagas of developing s river mpnagesant plan that would
sddrews mmnitation problems on the Crands Ronde River.
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17-7 We recognize the potential for land disturbing actlvities to impsct
anadromous [isheries streams auch as the Grande Ronde River,
Wildeat and Cabla Creeks. Specisl smphasis will be pleced on
fisheries values in site-specific environmental analysis Lin these
areaz and on monltering land disturbing activitles to assurs
complisnce wilh design features and sLipulations.

17-8 ‘These concerns are addressed in the cesponee to compant 13-1 snd
pages 61-62 in Chapter 3, Text Revislona.

17-9 BLM dces distribute pamphlets to wondcutters on woed burning. The
control of air quality as it relatas to wood burning stoves la hest
handled threugh the State of Oragon with auch sfforta es requiring
mwore efficient stoves and atopping ume on poor air quality daya.
Hegulating firewood cutting as means of controlling emissions is &
low priority because of dlfflculty in implemantation.

17-1¢ The Baker Resource Ares will comply with the Orsgon/Weshingten
Hinizum Monitoring Standards, adopted in 1985, when monitocing land
disturbing activitles cutlined in the Baker BMP. A discuseion of
monitering wac added to Chapter 2,

17-11 Menitering, as described in Chapter Z, 1s part of the plan aand will
be carried out, BSpeciflc monitoring practicas will be descrihed in
the upcomlng Record of Decision and Rangelund Frogrsm Summacy.

17-12 Appandix A has besn rcvised Lo eddrems your concern.

17-13 The role of monitoring is described in the monitoring eection of
Chapter 2. Also #ee Response 17-1

17-14 The standard design Features for locatabla minerald wers taken
directly from 43 CFR 3809 The “pay" originates from ths 1872
wining law which requires a physical expesurs of tha minaral
diacovery on a mining claim. Reclamation of the discovery would
dapriva the clajmsnt of their right under the miniag lew without
dus process of tha law.

17-15 Thrastenad and endangered specias are specifically sddressed hy 43
CFR 380% and 3802. Other wildlifa habitat is sddressed under
puragraphe II (A)(2) and II (B)(3){m) of Appandix A. Alro sam
Raspones 17-7.

17-16 Unacceptable damage Lo scils, slopas, or watersheds would generully
conaist of any clrcumstance that ceduces site productivity or
results in major long-term dagradation of watar quality. Thess
cireumstances would include landslides snd dehris avalanches,
akcedslve goll compaction, topwoll erosion, dey ravelllng snd
deplation of orgenic matter, nitrogen and other nuteients.

Bach propoded sale activity is proeceded by an "metivity plan®
(Environmental Asmessment) prapaced by an interdisclplinacy tesm of
BLM mpacialiats, This process identifies those silvicultural and
logging practices that ace lnappropriste for any given srea.

We view riparien areas and buffer strips an saparate entltles that
don't necesgarily coincide. Therefors, & ¢lesrcut of large Limber
on steep slopes might need a huffer strip of mature treas sbova a
riparian ares to stop rolling logs and to naintain shede. On the
other hand, & Light partial cut on flmt topography may permit
ramoving some timber from near the streas, with no designated

buf fer mirip required, if the site-specific mnalysis indlcates that
thera would be no impacts.

17-22 As statsd in paragraph 7(c), speciflc tuffer width will &
determined by op-site analysis, and paragraph 7(a) provides for
trams necessary for long term woody debris racruitmant.

17-23 The cumclative wEfects of roads on wildlife are mors ssaily
datarminad, because these impacts are ralstad to whers and how much
rosd is to be built. Cumulatlve inpacts on water quaiity and £ish
habitat are dependent upon slte-specifie situatlions thet are highly
variavle and will be addressad in slte-dpecific analysin. Saa nlso
Rasponse 17-19.

17-24

me Taxt Revieion, Chapter 3 for mn axpandad discussion on
cvelatlons of this plan to Tribml cighte.

17-25 8¢4 Chapter 3 - Taxt Revision for a correction to Tabls 7.

17-26 Pootnote #7 for Tshle 29 does not reluts to EMAS. but ta a
of the commercial timber lends to bs under restrictad hacvesting
due to multipla-use considevations. SHA arear wars detarsmined by
the prasance of unique values.

17-27 Off-roud vehicle Testrictions may be enforced by a nunbar of
oethods, including fencing, wigning, cocperative agressents with
local law anforcsmant agencles, and public sducmtlon. ¥o specific
data are available on effleiency of tha varioua mathods. However,
wa use the method that appears to bs the most afflcient for each
aituation.

17-28 The 10-year perlod for meparating Llons-term snd short-term impacts
was selacted bacausé this is the tima axpected for full
implementation of the plan. Fish 4a well as other ressocurcas have
cycles that mre not related to lO-year intervals.

17-29 Saw Response 17-14, which discusses this situstlon.

17-30 The most economically valuable Eimharies in the planning aces sce
located in the Crande Ronde River and lts tributaries, Wildcat and
Sickfoot Creeks, which support steaslhead trout and Chinook walmen,
snd Cabls Creek, a tributary of the Jobn Day River that supports
sterlhaad trout. The contribution of thewe flwheries from
BLE-managed lend to the local mconomics of communitlas along tha
river is impertunt becsuse 1t attrmets anglaca and cecrsatlonists.
Its contribution to ihe reglonal economy i’ minimal.

17-31 See Text HBevislons for page 71.

17-17

17-18

17-19

17-20

1r-21

17-32

Seil/slope conditions that could “triggac™ a decision not to clearcut
{or conetruct roads, or pecform any other epscific practlce) would
include sxcesaively steap slopesd and stoead Desdwalls, thin soils on
bedrock, the pressnce of slumps snd sesps on stesp tercain, solls of
decomposad granite, and any othar condition that might indicats =
potential probles.

The 15 year ceganecation pavioed for clearcuts stated Lln the Draft
BMP/EIS was an srror and should ba 5 yaara. Ses Chapter 3, Taxt
Revisions and Appendix A, Timber Harvest A.2.4.(2).

BLE policy may allow for & regensrcatlon parled of up to L5 yeacs (BLM
Manusl 5251}, The District Manager, a3 in the case of this RMP, can
require & 5 year roganecation parled for aceds propoded for clsarcutting
and up to 15 years for areag propossd for shalterwocod and partial
cutting. Wo cutting will be done whers raforeststlon requires more than
15 yeurs.

The Standard Design Festures for timber harvest listed in Appendix A
apply to all BLK offlces in Oregon. Thaoa sre minlme standards that
apply to every harvest actlon under a vast srrsy of conditions and are
intended to be genaral principles to follow. Speclal deslgn featurws
for any spacific hacvast acticn will ba davalopad In the individual
timber wsls activity plan and environmental anslysis.

Bemsarch* has whown that when mors than 12-15 percent of s watecrshed is
compacted, tha frequency and duratlon of flows of sufficient magnitude
to dasage stresmbanks is increassed. Propossd land dlsturbing activities
will be reviewsd through the envircnmental snalysis process, and whers
this theeshold 1a excesded, a thecsugh evaluation of potantial idpacts
to beneficlial uses of water will ba conducted to datermine potential
mitigsting measuras and alternste access designs.

* Here, R. Dennis, 1976, Forcest Practices and Ftreamflow in Wastarn
Oregdn, UShA Forast Secvice Genacal Techniecal Beport, PMM-49, Ll8pp.

Wa consldar the guidelines for buffer strips listed in the Draft BMP/RIS
to be winimum standards: timber ssle actlvity planning oust meet or
sxcesd thass standards.

We sgres that the inportance of riparisn srsss ls disproporticnate to
the acess they occupy. We slsc sgres that cipsrisn sres mansgemant is a
challahge to sultiple-use managecs. Wa don"t sgres, howaver, that
pacagraph 7(e) on paga 106 is incorcect.

This provision about Limber rsmoval doss not addrsas ramoving timbar
from mither buffer strips or riparien arsas, but from the sdjacant
arsa. The amount of timber to be removed should ba taken in context
with tha athar provisicns puch as ciperian sras width, stespness of
tercaln, ete,

The guidelinsa for snag nsnsgemant have bean revised in Appendix A,
Timber Hecvest A.8.A., which reads "that sn adsquate nusber of
green tress or culls par mctd to maintain e 60-70% viskls laval of
cavity dependent wildlife”. The following pw apha now includes
the following statesant: dapsnding on the forest type, 108-158
trees per 100 scras of various size clesses from 10-10 lncheu
dismeter at brasst helght will be left standing, thamss guidelines
are taksn trom “Wildlife Habitats in Managed Torssts The Blus
Mountaing of Cragon and Washingten", Jack Ward Thomes, Technical
Editer, Agricultural Handbook Wo. 353, USDA, Torest Sarvics, 1979,
512 pagas.
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June 30, 1986

Jack Albright

Bursau of Land Management
P.0, Box 987

Baker, Oregon 97814

Dear Jack,

Thank you for glving The Naturs Conservancy the cpportunity to
respond to the "Bakar Resource Managesment Flen: Dratt
Environmentsl Impact Sta nt®, ¥e have besn sctively following
the progress of the ma besn (mpressed with
the dirsction that th 1] persanslly
viplted the Bakar ares last summer and spent s wesk with your
staft examining » number ot sress that have been [ncluded In the
plan for specisl managemsnt status,

Overall we were quite plessad to ses the [[at of potentiai specisl
L1 ement aress displaysed 1n Table 26. The {1st shows the
diversity of the Buker Resource Area sad thus I+s lsportance fn
terms of pressrvation of netural diversity. The areas llsted as
nesding turther study will be sspeclialiy important to examine ‘in
the future to detsrsine thalr protsction nssds. The Nature
Conservancy b ded & number af t posed spe
mana nt sreas 1n the Baker A.A. and belleves that thos
recommandad for ACEC status In the Praferre¢ Alternative ere
especlally vorthy of protection,

Savaral special mensgement aress that wers net recommsndad for
protection In + Frefarred stnative remein ss Important sites
for the preservation of natural diversity on the Baker Rescurce
Arus. These sites are discussed belor and recommandations tor
sach ares are Included.

Blg Logkout Mountplp: This area contalns a wide diversity of
communities that are Important to wlld([te on tha Resourge
Arsa. The extensive asspen communlities are of Interest both
to the wildtIife and the ressarch community. | bellave that
designation of the ares as an ACEC would provide for more
comprehansive planning d management without restricting
resourcs use of the srea.

Western Regional Office

156 Second Street

San Francisco California 94105
157770541

National Office

1800 North Kent Sireet
Adlington Virginia 22209
703 341-5300

the Preferred Alternative sectlion 3f the Dreit EIS under the
discusslion of the Kesting Riparis. RNA/ACEC (p.57) it Is mentlioned
that the riparian habitat would 2e malntalned through Intensive
{1vestock mansgement. The RNA committes atrongly belleves that
the only sppropriate riparian hebitar management tor RNAs s
complete axclosure of Ilvestock.

Ta protect riparian sress for all of the resource uses that
requlre water and riperlan plant communitlies, there should be a
general restriction of Ifvestock use (n riparian zones.
Alternative sources of water for cattie can essity b
through wells and diversion of st s with mdequate flow. Ths
Prinevi|ie Distri¢ct has besn sxperlwenting with Inexpensive Ram
pumps to movs water over short distances without outside power
sources, This types of technolfagy could be [mplemented as a
substitute tor dirsct access to riparian 1ones by cattie, aliowing
for the malntsnance of rlgarian vegetation and the contlnued
supply of high quality water sourc

This concludes cur comments on the "Beker Resource Managemant
Ptan Dratt Ei5". As | mentioned sariTer It haa bean a plessurse
working with the Baksr BLN stwtf on the special management arsas
(iated In the pian. The sitesx | yls[ted with the statt were ail
of ACEC and RNA quai|lty wnd dessrving of designstion. | look
forward +o vis(ting the Beker ares this summer and hope to have
tims to exemine several of the sites that have not yet been fully
axplored for ACEC snd/or RNA potantiasl.

Sincersly,

Dk Ut oo™

DIck Yander Schasf
Public Lands Frotection Planner

18-2

18-3

18-4

i8-5

18-6

Mountaln: This mres ls very diverse wlth good
reprasantutions ot wet nesdow, bunchgrass, mountaln big
sagabrush, and ferest communities. Desigraticr of the sres
as an ACEC would, ss above, provide for lategrated planning
and management with Iittie restrictlion of resourcs usae.

Iable Bockt This arss vas brought to our attention too late
to be Jncluded 1n the ly stages of the planning process
but ctearly wa nts ¢late attentfon. It contains

18 #| exampies cof native plant communi+iss Including &1g
sagebrush/ bunchgrasa and rigld sagebrush/bunchgrass that
have yet to be represented |n sstablished Re
Aress. The ares la ecologlically Interesting
the fjunction of the Owyh Uplands Province d +he Gchoco,
Btue, and Wallows Province, At pressnt the sres has recelived
enly tight grazing due to a leck of water of the sits, thus
the plant communitias ere In sssentlally natural condition.
Tha site has the porential to maks an excellsnt RNA,
uhfortunately time hes prohiblted the RNA committes from
sxamining the er | wouid [Ike to recommend thet the area
not be 3] for any range Improvements urtil a compliste
flaid = tnstlon of tha site for ANA potential be conducted.

dunlpar 1 This area T8 [Isted [n Tabis 26 as one of
the posslbis special sgement a s needing further study.
Recent Invest! lons of the area have turned up zevers

s s that possess reiatively high quallity sand ecoiystenms
thet have sl But diseppeaced In Oregon In the Golumbfe
Pleteau reglon. It Is hoped that wdditional searches In *his
aray might be able to dulinsate a site of this remnant
nature| communlty worthy of protection.

or (88 In the “Resource Manigement P|an"
i mlso deserve comments. The Nature Consarvancy has
fong been Involved In the preservation ot habltat for rare,
thraatened and endengersd species snd reallizes the n for
continued work on this isaue for publiic lands. The
Plun® dicection for T &4 E spacies |s good except thet we f
thers should be mentlon of the need for additlona| SUrvaey work,
especially for rare plants. Also thers [5 a nesd to coordinate
rare species work (both plants and snimels) with tha Waltowa
Whitman Matlonsl Ferest us Ienda are contiguous In many a
Coordinstion could allow for the protaction of populstions In
more systemetic fashion, resuiting In the "fresing up® of some
aress that might otherwise be reatricted to rescurcs use,

A final [ssue that The Nature Conservancy has besn monitoring In
Esstern Oregon i3 riparian hebitat ® Burasu has
rtakeh [(ntensive Inventories of riparian aress In vera

ricts which has [ed to n grester understanding of mansgement
nesds throughout the diatrict, Accelerating the [nventory process
In the Baker Resource Arem Is the flrst stap In protecting this
all lmportant rescurce. Reheb!ll+atlon should alsa be given a

priority at a number of sites. | couldn't help byt netice that Ina

18-1 The BLM tecognizes that Riy Lookout Mountain im = unigue ares that
closaly d of tha di

prasent. Big Lockout Mountain was not proposed for demignation
bacausa thess diverss activitles will be appropriately addressad
under several integratsd management plans. Activity plans or
slta-speeific planning for Big Lookout Mountasin includs 5 completed
Allotment Managewent Flun, plus & Habltet Nanagement Plan, &
Watershed Plan for a portion of the ares, snd 3 Forsst Hanagesant
Plan that ace in progress. Thess activity plans will sdaquately
addrsss the rssource managssant nesds For the Bigp Lockout Mountain
BIPSN BUeRS -

18-2 Mo spscial managsment designation is recoomended for Little Loskeut
Mountain b tha prop direction to ssintein the
good condition and divecsity of vegstatlon cowsmmities can be
achisved undar sxleting authorities snd the propossd plan.

18-1 Mora information Ls nesded on Teble Rock before the srea can be
evilusted o 1F specisl t ot ACEC designation is
naCAl SRTY - isprovementa slready axist in this aras. The
nstucal valuss will be protected in the interim under existing
suthorlties, pmding the of an ination to i
the arsa is & potemtlal ¥EA. Pucther study will be undartaken to
sea iF the sres masts the crlierie for ACEC dJesignation.

18-4 Junlpar Canyon alsd nesds fucther study. If additional date
analysis tndicates this sarss mests the criteris for speclal
managemant, than sn intecis plan or planning asendmant may be
underiaken

18-3 The propossd plan includes dlraction to inventory threatensd,
and sensltive plants on » continming basis and ma funds
becoms available. As Indlceted by the propozad P, all new
surface disturbing sctions raquirs T&E plant and animal sucvey or
evalustion. Thesa invantory and survey sfforts will be coordinated
with the F# on adjcining BLM/PE Lands.

186 Riparisn habitet mansgesent sfforts scs ongoing and the mansgemant
sppronch is comtliouelly ce-saseseed af neaw loventory and sonitoring
data mre espllactad. As with ths propossd Keating Riparian
BUMA/ACEC, anch sltuation L avaluatsd Lln activity plans for
individusl mansgemsnt dirsction. This say or may aot involve tha
usa of livestock sxclosures. 1IE wildlife snd water quality
objectives ars aot attained through non-structucal changes in
livestock grazing systess, the sxclésures say ba Nacessary.
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18-1 The Powdar Rlve: Canyon will be designated as wn icea of Critical
Eavirormental Concern, which will requics e sita-specific
Managamant plan that will addtess tha axisting problems.

42




JOHE R SRANRONX
o0 e 6

s 20 RECEIVED
bt lrrar oI JUL 14 %988
i BOREN) OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Tren Vi, PMER, 0%

2 Baden Waebiat i,

‘L.v‘-wﬂm v +* 14&‘.!.-.’».“ Anh, deiChaida "“M
Wb WP, ’ ! ok Bl ML o ST ATk, ARy Sahisamit, .

AT geviibian, A matng k. S, Mg Myt s T, ok dgt A e gl
e s o »ﬂ.’jﬁc&&ﬁ"ﬁ;‘;m ey m“b\a‘l&‘%

[PRE P VRN S G PR LT X MVSET P DIPRRGRRYTEV ST SR
e o WA gl J 5o i SO iy, A Bifoon st s, }
s e, % b S, e e 5T oy, gty Sune B ik 4 W b 4 AL b Tk, a4 -.‘..-.,...‘.un
¥ gl T \@&mt\hﬂwﬂ*.ﬂ-ﬂqu‘m“ qwm.ﬂmn‘w“ﬂm“
[}V PIT . )

b ooanS, ISRl € 1T o W by g o e B,
qﬂq‘h‘ﬂ- At o-mrn.o\ A .‘.m\ o M\,Mm.Mm 7

*Mﬁ‘,ﬁ.atmﬁ—u,-ﬁww. Ml mnl it “}‘:‘*mrﬁtxﬂﬂo
v - ah k. MWD e T, » o

O T iR e eVl Mo UHPA g St PR P
st B iy, b, qgank. Qb
Sunadin naa 1 e Sohfin, 4 3 S, e il S,
O v A A P T ) ”‘WM\"*Wf‘WW-;-W‘M ek, e,
Mok et

V-h;" b ints B Tt e, S o, b oy B s, f b,
mﬁﬁz-&u S o4 L g, biX Mam\mm:‘mtu
PRET IR, P R T DI TN Y e NI

B g, B v Mblirms o 6oy 1P, 20-1

T T (LT W

mu.m.\ A3 aae
v b VB, 000 pupsa . . . il
. Pildemmcan T b deealih amts BuoanRiismns inta, oid ahamamicli
'Li':&f‘ﬁ:i:ﬁ% ::&-IJ. Iy, {\:(M\Nu\‘wﬂmum‘mhﬁn_ e B,
N ; , o, sk Mo s BT -
daniliTh aitan auh, Fang < tnacen T Be ity s san Rifirmeh Wk ana b s
; Astmirasonta, v i s ubrrpestTinncnet v Wituad il fripts, te a® b
::‘-‘f- ., &‘*.mm.»‘m Pl | o bt D, M-\-m "t b
Ypab s \g.;..ﬁ.‘\m R i
B . e
Kt W ke Dsdth, | A sl sk T s R w egiees, sk it |
L i tgan T Boiad St sh, gl - Aon MBS L
&.M#M&Mpmw‘ me L
A0 8ot Tt 3, Wbttt Wb - By hwvm_ - .
Y Yo ok, e A L ey v £, ceam > etk
b anil Rian sl Wik, e Taar A en Qb best ek
Ao sanie Tk Binas o AT s S g Sinrg et sy Talicarba
i, as Aewe o Aol ks wri el 3
e Bt i, |
h-\a,
DA Derasen,
L]

v (1

W, Charles Luscher
Qregan State Dirsctor
Burasy &+ Land MNenapement
Bax IPEB

Portiand, DR 97208
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Rei Wild & Sconic Rivers In Orsson BLN Plans JJ {}J— f:,b

Friends of Uhitswater snd the Bierra Club have been

cliosaly folimming the planning process of Pederal land
BARSGEREnt Agencies Ln the Nerthwest., We are coacernsd that
patantial Vild & Bcenic rivers receive dus sttentisn in the
Plans. Enclomed sre cepies wf pravieus Eorrespondence which

we have had with the Farast Service's Region & OVfice

EORCOFRING the treatment of Wild & Scenic rivers in forsst
plane.

Swar We, Luscher

Oregon mtate ILN p S should deteruine the sligibility
ahd Suitsbility s poten ¥ild &k Bgcenic rive largely
under BLH control as part the planning procens. This
toliows fren the requiresent of the Mational Envirersentsal
Policy Act INEFA) that & teders) apancy consider all
FOASSAARIS altarnatives to its preposed sction. A
FEASSAADIe alternative f0r the managewment of 1 rivers

listed on the Nationwide Rivers Inventery im protection as &
Wil Scphle rlver.

The Matisnwide Rivers Inventory mas conpiied By the old
Heritage, Conservation and Recreatipn Servi
By the Mational Purk Secvice.
Rivers Inventary were found to ponsess ualities
thom sligible to be part wf our National Wild &
Scenic Rivers Systewm. Prenident Carter, in hin 1979
savironaeatal wessage directed all ¢ederal langd managl ng
SpeACisd ta pratect the sliginility of all rivers wn th
Mat igom arg Invemtory until they Cauld be studied for
possible addition to the Wild & Scenic river aystem. He
aiso dirscted the federal land managing apenciea to study
Lthe aligikility and suitability of the rivers sn tha

RECEIVED
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20-1 An snelyeis of the public lemde in Ocegon for potential wilderness
designation is containsd in tha Draft Oragon Wildernese
1 1 Impact relsassd for public review and
comment In April 1985, Additiconal wildermess analysis will be
sddcasesd in & supplemental to thst Draft, which will be complated
by the «nd of 1904.

The LN, e th 'srest Bervice, sheuld, an part of

Its manapemsnt planning protess, study the eligibility and
sultablity sf rivers on the Natiopnuwide Rivera Inyentory
WhIEN &re substantinlly under iIts control. It i, of
ssurss, sere ditélcult for the BLM than o+ the Forest
Service to armine which rivers are substantially under
its contrel since ite management area doeh net have
boundaries a8 the National Forests 4 Howaver, it I8 ast
difdicult ta devise & rough test to allow BLM planners to

eruine 1¢ they sheuls study a potential river ¢or Wild &
Scenic status.

The regulstions develeped jeintly by the Dept. o
Agriculiure and the Dept. of Iaterisr indicate that "a river
akguent 18 of sufficient length if, whon wanaped an & wild,
wcenic or rocrsational river srea, the suistandingly
renarkabie values ars protecisd.” For the aduinjstrative
aape of the planning stafd, W Can qguantity thim by saying
that it is genarally mMecessary te protect 4-5 milen ot a
Fiver e pratect 1t ewistandingly resarkable valuss.

An to substantial contrel, i+ the BN manages 404 or
WEre &¢ the shoreline of & gyiven stretch ot a river, it is
l1ikely the largeat governsent landowner alsag that stretch
af river and i8 Is substantie]l eantrol sf that section ofF
river. Tharafors,

This evsluation &+ rivers i particularly isportant
whire the adjpcent section of the rivar within the
bound &8 &F & Matigeanl Forest has heen recemasnded fer
designation an & Wild b Scenic river, This I8 the cane in
tha Baker Area Respurce Managssent Plan now under
considecakion. The Baker A WEARGEE Lhe MAjDBrity od the
ng Ltha #ram Ronde river from the boundary af Ahe
1iman Watisndl Forest dJownsirssm tn Wildcat Creeh.
Tha Branids Ronds {8 on the Mationwide Rivers Inventery and
the Wallowa-ihitsen Ferest has recommendsd the section ef
the river within the Fardut Boundarisa for desighation ws 8
Mild river. Bince the adjacent partion a¢ the river (above
Wildcst Creek) under BLN mansgement 1o in a Mesutiful cenyon
dah rerd ascesn; It weuwld Slew wumlity Wm m WiiW FLVEC.
The Baker Arsa Management Plan should make a recommendation
with regard to Wild & Scenlc protection of Lhis section mé
river.

Slallarly, tha Baker Ares BPANAPes a pubstantial amount
of Jand along Joueph Creek mhich is also en the Nationwide
Rivers Inventory. It's managesent plan should determine

whather it exarcises substantial control sver any
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section of Jomsph Crask , &nd 14 so, svaluate the Bettion far
Wild b Bcenic 4 esignation.

Theretors, we fersally regusst that you dirett the
Oregon BLN stfices to evalupte In thelr management plans the
*1igibility and sultability of ssctions pf
Maticnwide Rivers Inventsry which ara aubsts
the control of the ELA,

lally undar

Very Truly Yeurs,

Sierra Ciub Friends ot Whitewater
Janen Plomguist, Douglats A. North,
MOFthwast Representative Chairman
Unhad Stwes 22 Forst Pacific Worthwest  Forestry Scisnces Laboratory
Depariment i Sercce Resaarch Statfen 3200 Jeffersoh Way
Agreulue Lol
rc 4080

b= July 11, 1986

-
Jack Albright, Area Manager

::mu of ;lnd Managesent RECE'VED

50 Dewe St
Baker, OR 97674 JUL 14 1986
L
BUREAU OF LAND MAMAGEMENT
AN, 0%
Dear Jack:

22-1

I am sorry 1t has taken me s0 Tong to retpond to the Baker DEIS and my
visft to Baker 1n late May. 1 was hoping Angle Evandon would be able to Took
:,,'. un thres proposed RNA's before 1 wrots, but she has been unable to find

e time.

I appreciate the time your staff has given to the RNA proposals and the
timt we spant discussing the RMA p n general. 1 would 1ike to go on
record a3 supporting the Preferred Alternatfve which Tncludes the Xeating
Riparfan Area to be managed as three RWA'c: Balm, Clover and Sswmit) Creeks.
I do have somt More specifiec comments to make sbout the areas and abovt my
weeting with your staff.

A1 three aress are primerily riparian zones. Domestic Vivestock has
historically congregated in riparian xones and wrought, fn many cases,
devastating damage. We are fortunate that thess thres areas are In a3 good
condition as they are, It i3 Tikely that completa removal of cattle from
thess areas would increase the axtent of the riparian Zone away from the
streams. This would be most advantageous and en opportunity to study
reclasation of what miy bave besn the historical riparfan xone. 1 do not
think we know Tor surs whether thers would be an increase in introduced or
native species. This would have to be studied and monitored {n some depth,

In cur meeting on Nednesday morning Matt Knefsel, Mary Oman, Beth Walten,
Elaine Joyal, Sem gomary and [ many RNA 1ssues--what
1s natural?, needs for fencing, reintroduction of fire. removal of grazing,
nonftoring, etc. Ne came to no definits conculsions for 211 the areas, What
we did agree on was that in depth individual management plans will be needed
for all three areas. The fssues of grazing and fencing nesd to be resolved 1n
a way which favors RNA values. Elaine has written an excellent umrlnt
plan for Stockade Mountain RNA; this could be used as & model. We also agresd
that the three aress are just a begioning fn tryfng to understand riparian
studies. Clearly mors work needs to be done, as there are many miles of
streams yot to be Tocked at. Untll such time as that is done, we cannot
really be gurs 11 we have adequate coverage of baselfne sreas.

FR4200-4 10 (740}

21-1 Thia propossd Essource Mansgemant Plan recommands that the Grandy
Rivar and Jossph Creek be sstablished s study civars under
Ssction 5(a) of tha Wild and Scenic Bivers Act, and that studiss be
conplated to dstermine suitubility. Shouid the study indicats the
tivers, or sagmants thareof, are sultsdls £of inclusion in the
Wetional Wild and Scenic Rivers System, Congress may deslghate them
a1 wild, scenic or recrestion rivers as appropriatse.

page Z

I hope to be shle to return next summar to continue working on unfi1led
RNA colls for the Baker Resoyrce Area. In the seantime 1f I can be of help Tn
the writing of management plans, please Tet me koow. 1 am very pleased with
the response of the Baker Resource Arsa staff to the RNA program. I Took
forward to working with you 1n the future

&zuuxg—u_ws___

Research Natural Area Scfentist
Pecific Northwest Ragion

ce: Dick Yander Schaaf
Beth Walton
Rich Hanes




23-1
23-2
23-3
23-4

22-1 Hanagsmant neads for the Reating Rlparian BWA/ACKEC will be
svalusted in & site-spscific sctlvity plan, or plans, that wili
deterine the spacific sanegement actions for wach clpscian
asgpent. A& numher of managesant actions will be consldacsd and
svalusted, including thows that ace mentiocnee.

O'ugon Hunten's Hssociation
Baker County Chapter

2170 Firsl Biret - Balae, Dregoh #7814
July 14, 1986

Jack Albright

Ares Manager

Baker Ressurca Area
1350

Baker, Ove. 97614

REe1 Baker Resourck Hansgement Plan
Dear Jack:

The OHA would like to take thiz opportumity to commeut of the Beker Rasource
Mansgement Blan. Flret of sll, wa fesl that the plan 1s too general in natyre
¢ written, It would mot Be & geod teol for forcing impravemant of ramge lamd
conditions.

As huntars we are aspacfally concernad sbout tha poot condition of dear winter
Tuge. As you know winter range Ia the griticsl liok in maistaining cur daer

har e would like to se active program to improve 1t. { Hora fire
managemqnt, mora tasssding for wildlife.} Bacondly Tepsrisa aones ou ybur district
sre fo a gasarelly peor condition and nasd to ba luproved. The BLM haw printed
weny guidelines oft these sonas and thise nesd teo be lmplemented. We fanl that the
sxclusion of livestoek from thess critfcal sress is the only realistic approach

te rahabllitation. Thirvdly, we support the of spacial aTRAE
fo7 such pur raintroducing Sharptail Grouse, & spacias whose dacline can
be dirsctly attributed ©o ovargrasing. We would lika to ses special consideration
given to antelope and bighorm sheap so av to help those iddigewous spicies return
to the ares in huntable nusbars, Fourth, W f44l that better mepitorimg of water
quality and ramge comditious be fwplumented. Statements that say cthingsare fmproving
oot good anough. e want to ses specific data thatpreves it, The DA
beliaves that actusl on the geound improveseuts arve tha ooly thimg that coymts, and
s good Plan should be designed for gesting that dose. Fuforcesent, sven {f {t
requires reductions in grasieg 13 essential.

It 1» our opinion that smly & winimum mmoubt of effort has heen put owt by the
MM for wildlifa habltat and wildlife protection. We would like to go on record
29 supporting the Natural Envirooment Protection Alternative.

Sine
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by s President
Baker Chapter, OHA

23-1

23-2

23-1

23-4

This proposed WMP recognizes the importance of deer winter rangs
for maintaining desr herds in the planning scea. The proposad plan
places & high prlerliy on the mansgemsant of desr winter ranges,
including the snhancement of fotage. Thiv cenking is ldentifisd
under the Prefarred Alternative in Appendix ¥, Table F-1 of the
praft ANP/RIS.

& trest deal of out attention hax been dicscted towsrd ciperian
management Ln the Ircnaide Bangeland Progcam Sumnscy and thie
Proposed BMF. We have undertaken steps to reverse ths conditions
in datarlorated clparian wtess through seversl mansgwesnt
tachniques. Thess inelude Livestock sxclosucss, reduction in
livestock, snd restricting llvestoek grazing to early spring or
fall. We ace utilizing & mumber of physical rehabilitation
techniques, such ss planting of vegstation and conwtruction of
check dowe. Our svalustion and spacific riparisn sansgesent la
axpanding to more aceas oh 8 pricrity basis and es funding allows.

WA aldo support the duction of indi wildlife in
guitsbla habitats on publi¢ lands. The species you llest are some
of those that we will conslder. The Orsgon Daparisent of Fish snd
Wildlifs (ODFW) is cesponsible for intreduction/reintroduction.
They muet ldentify snd prioritize the species and habitat for the
introduction program, BLM cooparatss with OPRW Lo ldantlfy and
provide sultable habitat for those species.

wonitoring ke an iaportant part of this proposed plan. &
discussion ¢f wonitoring has besn added to Chapter Z. Much of
BUM' s monitoring efforts ere inltieted snd deflnsd in site-specific
plans such as Habitst Wanugasant Flana.
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24-1

24-5

24-1

24-2

24-3

20-4

24.5

24-6

24-T

24-8

24-9

24-10

-1

PO Bax 182
BAKER. UREGON ¥t

COMMENTS ON BAKER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN EIS

The plan should increase emphasis on reintroduction of native
Apecies:

Antelope
Sharptail Grogse
Mountain Sheep

There is not near enough emphasis on riparian restoration. This
needs to be dane by drainage., Small acreage excloaurss are fine
for data gathering, research, etc., but completely inadequate for
real restoration efforts.

Lands have not been allocated by area as to thelr highest and best
use. Some areas might need to have range uses take priority.
Cthers might have watershed cr wildlife as high priority. This
doesn't seem to have been done.

We fesl the need to atrlve for more diversity in seeding and
plantings. We should have more mix of native apecies and less
created wheat mono culture. .

The plan has not identified areas that would be most successful
for seedinga and other types of treatment in terms of soil
fertility, molsture, temperatures, etc. Soil budget should
emphasize econcmical efficlency and priority ahould be placed
on determining what, is the best site to plant to get the most
for the money invested.

Adjustments atill have not been made in AUMs to reflect that
many areas are too steep to meet suitability criteria for range-
land.

Wildlife has not been glven enough priority in management
direction, wWhere blg game winter on BLM lands, restoration
should receive high priority and winter range valuea must be
enhanc

ed.

Sws Rasponse 13-3, which dlscusses ralntroduction of wildlifs
pacied.

e agres that small accesge exclomicas are not the snewer to
riparian managewent. Theough this plan and tha Ironside Rangsland
Progran Summary, we sve and will conkipue te uats the riparien
hablitat in the Daker Rescurce Aces. We will alsc continue to look
for snd apply nesded management techniques for ripacian areas.

Sefar to dppendlx F of the Draft WMP /LIS, which explains the
development of sltecnativas using pricritier for cescurces. Note
that priorities for rescurces wers sdjusted freom alternative teo
alternativa. Tha prioclty cenking dieplayed for the Praferred
Alternative for the Draft i the prierity veaking for the proposed
plan.

Providing a diversity in di and pl ia an i 1 part
of this plan., Refsr to the Wildlife snd Fish Habitst Management
saction in the Dreft BMP/RIE-Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 of this
propossd plan.

This level of detail i3 normally determined at the sctlvity or
sita-spacific planning level, such as when we prepacs habltat
wanagemant plans o flre rehabilitstion plans. The Seoll
consetvation Barvies 1s conducting a deteiled soll sucvey for Baker
County, which will be a trekendous 4tep in this dicsction. Ae woil
napping 13 undectaken for othar counties in the plenning acea Ehis
ability will be sxpandsd,

Slope i not & fackor ususlly considersd when determining grazing
sultebility on EBectlon 15 gresing lende. It is not feasible for
BLH to control graging on small scattarsd btracts within large
privets cinches (also ses Responiss 2¢-1). 1In fact, livestock
probably don't grage the stesp mlopas. Thay grars the lest sloping
lands, which in most ceses im privately owned,

Bas Besponss 23-1 for w discussien of prioritization snd
identification of wildllife habltate.

The decision to not va-snalyss Sscticn 3 gracing lwnds in this plan
was based on the recent complation of the Ironelds Rungsland
Frogran Sumsary sand EIZ. The decisions mads in the Ironside EPS
will coptirue to be implementsd and monitorad. The J ywar
wonltoring phase from 1981-1986 will be completad this yasr snd the
remults will guide the next phase of Laplimantation baginning in
1987,

A discussion on menitoring has besn added. Sas Chapter 2,
Henitoring, snd alsc ses Responss 23-4.

Part of monitoring is scquiring baweline deta to which future
oonitering date can ba compared.

Sufficlent deta were avsilsble to addcess issuse formilsted during
scoping st the level undertaken in this EMWF/EIS. Mowever, BLE doas
racognize the need for wdditionsl data sz noted for riparisn zomes
and Speclal Mensgemant Araas.

COMMENTS
PLAN EIS

ON BAKER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Page Two

8.

23-8
24-9' 9-

10.

24-10
24-11 |
24-12]*

13,

24-13

24-14|1"

-12

T4-13

24-14

The Ironside Plan may or may not be adequate in addressing
Section 3 landa, but In spite of chart, we feel Ironside Plan
has not been implemented. Section 3 lands should have received
full treatment in this EIS, c.pcr .,.u‘) reny
Monitering in the past has been scarce Lo nonexistent. This EIS
should place major emphasia on correcting this.

B LT

Like monitoring there is apparently a general widespread and
severe lack of on ground raw data base. Major effort should be
made to corract this, or there is no place to start monitering,
improving, etc.

This plan does not address lack of data a® required hy CEQ
regulations.

‘The range of alternativea is insufficient at the amenity end.
Where is the no grazing alternative?

The major problem with this EIS is that it is too general and
1s lacking in specifics for proposed actlions. It is difficult
to comment on because it is so gensralized. It i3 queationable
that this meets the courta® intent on requiring an EIS for
grazing lands.

Special management areas must be allocated to the full extent
poasible, eapecially to 8id in reintroduction of sharp-tailed
grouse.

?‘.,N‘?_u- P.,\H,: S@qfl'm—-.—.-a ciLb

Sas Alternatives Eliminated From Detailed Btudy, Cheptac 3 of the
Draft RMP/KIZ, pai 29-3¢,

Remource Hanagewant Plans sre davelopad to provide rasource
sanigenant guidelinas and allocatlcns over s laTge scen. Thase
pland atd implemsnted through site-specific msnagemant plans or
activity plene davaloped undar the IMP guideiines. A morw detaklsd
analysis is pravidad for each sctivity plan.

tsa Chapter 2, Spscisl Nanagesmant Arans, and Responss 23-3.
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Ses Lasponss 21-1 and Chepter 2, which discuss the cecommendstlions
for the Orands Ronda River,

Sa¢ Chapter 1, page 6 of the Draft WNP/RIS, snd Responss 27-3,
which discusses coal rasourses in the Troy Besin.

Protaction of historic snd prehistoria cultural cescurces ix a
intagral part of this proposed plan (Rafer to Chapter 2).

Ses respanse 13-2 for s dlscusslon of riparisn zone manageswsit.

25-4
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EXTENBION BERVICE mﬂw Coneaiis, Oregon 97231 JUL 14 1986
July 9, 1986 BUREM) wa
TO: Jack Albright
FROM: Tom Badell, tand Spacialist

26-1

65% Ak )

a7 RECEIVED

271

SUBJECT: Draft KIS Baker Rescurca Managsment Plac

Upon reviswing the draft for provisions ralating to taugelsuds, 1 have
concluded that the prefsrred alcarnaciva bast mests the objectives for the
watire area. Fince the grasing portion of tha DMP cnly affacte Gecticm 15
Lun. T wuggest that the fingl EIE clesrly state vhat Baction 15 msnd

umnd o Ssction 3 and tha Telarively difficulty in managing small
patcels of intermingled public and privace land. Laaders sbould know chac
intengivyly mituged gracing can help produce or maintain highly desirable
vagatation cover on riparian as wsll as upland arsas. Bovevar, one must
recogniza the limitetions BLM oparates uider iz Ssction 15 administered
lessss and the ralative difficuley of intensifying meuagemsat in many
citcumetaaces .

Bacauss of the tenucus matura of locsl scomomic depandency upen natural

. including ions) use of such resourcas, BIM should insure
that all reasonsbls provisicns ars made te improws eaconomic acability.
Bven the loss of ona Job without its raplecemsut in anothar mectof cas be
important,

TEB:be
cc: Norm Goatta
Bill Krusger

MMMM

13606 ¥ Milburn St.
Portland, OR 97229
11 Jul 1986

JUL 141986

Jack Albright, Area Muunger ﬁ ENERT

Baker Rsmum Area Office
1550 Dewe
Beker, OR WBH‘

Subject: Baker Remource Area EMP/EIS

1 heve reviewed the aubject decument and have the following combents
for inclusion in the hearing record and the FEIS.

My area of greaceat familiarity, expertise and concern is the
Vallowa-Grande Ronde River, Therefore moat of my comments will
focus on that ares.

I am an =colopiat, awployed as a Reglonal Environmental Planner by
the Oregon Department of Transportaticn aince 1974, 1 have canced,
hiked and exrensively photographed the entire 90-mile section of the
Wallowa-Grande Ronde River System from Minam to tha Snake River
every year since 1978, My &0-minute multi-image / sound portrait of
the river has been widely shown, and I am currently planning a
publication on the same subject. 1 sm desply committed to the
presecvation and protective management of thim waterway, all natural
systems on which it'a quality depends, and the indigenous remources
which it scpports. It ia my gbjective to encourage all others to
share that commitment,

1. 1 certainly wupport the management of the Wallows-Grande Ronde
System, under the RMP, for eventual inclusion in the National Wild
and Scenlc River System (the Oregon Scenic Waterway Syatem could
eanily be mentioned am well}., 1 wish to encourage BLM, an well ag
the USFS, to go bayond the merely obligatory management require-
menta pentioned in the BIS, and to ume the wost effective means
avallable to ensure that these designationa indead take place. I
think it is particularly important to pursus thim while we are
atill betwesn energy crisea. Things are not going to get easier.

I am aware and greatly concerned about the problems of both current
end future recreatlonal overuse and dbuse, and my experience on the
Grande Ronds fully verifies the brief descriptions of the usage
problens listed on page 23, col. 2 of the BIS, But it is alse
clear that we will never sclve rhese problema by allowing the
degeadation of one more river of such extraordinary intrinmic
values as the Wailows-Grande Ronde.

In addition to the above, I recommend that backcountry mansgament
be seriously considered for unroadad HLM lands within the Grande
Rorde Canyon from the National Forest boundary near Grossman Creek
to Wildcat Creek. Thia would be consiatent with current managedent
in most of the de factg wilderness upatresm in the Nacional Forest.
The acenic transition between Groasman and Wildcat creeks ia
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e agres that it is important to cluarly distinquish ths sansgssent
opportunities wnd totwtraints releted to Zection 3 and Sectlon 15
graxing sfeas. Under Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act,
livestock graxing ls permitted on pyblic lands that have baen
organized inte grazing districts, BSection ) lsnds ars generslly
tha lacger tracts of public lands, snd often make up & elgnificent
part of ranching cpacations. They offar ihe greatest opportunities
for hatensive managemsnt. Bactlon 15 lends sre genscally
wentbtared, small tracts of public Lands, that genersily form s very
small part of s ranch cperation. Thasa isclated tracts ars often
wirrounded by or fenced within private lands, snd have very low
potential for intensive managemsnt. 5o alsc Chapter 3 of the
draft pp/EI3, Page 29 snd 30.

Page 2 of 4

apectacular, and must be reapected accordingly in the RMP.
Acquisition of the few remeining private inholdings along the mouth
bank should alap be considered. Cooperative, complementary
nanugement of state holdings along the north side of this valley
elao needs considerstion / coordinatian.

On Eirst reading, the "Preferred Alternative" doea eppear to chart
a sensible, albeit vague cowrse for managing the study srea. But
must expreas Sode ressrvations, 1 can understend that some broad
atrokes of the brush are necessary to keep a document like this
reader-accessible, I write them for a living myself. However, the
treatment d0es leave oe with some concerns about just how, and even
1f, implementations of certain aite-specific actione and eoviron-
mental mitigation will in fact take place -- partirularly in the
face of the continual, and often devisive, economic and political
pressures of the region.

1 syatemacically compared corresponding peregrepha of the
alternativesa presented, and found the use of broad generalities to
be & recurrent queation. In meny cases, it sesmed that the
distinchions emong the alternatives could easily be blurred, given
a lirrle adminiatrativa "srtistic license”, when it comes time for
J.mphnenu:iom. What, for example, is the difference between
"aggreasively pursuing” wildlife reintroduction under the Naturel
Envirgnment Protection Alternative (p. 49, col. 2, perag. 7) and
the Prefened Altersative’s "Reintrodaction .. would be pursued, ..”
(p- 54, col. 2, perag. 2}7 Could this be interpreted to mean that
in the latter casze BLM might puraue reintroductions on a more
casual basis, or as something of an afterthought? Without
elsbaration of refereoce to e felrly specific range of oeanures to
be taken, this remaina unrlear.

P. 22, "Leasable Minerals" —- The potertial Eor coal/lignite
developoent in the Troy Besin seems to have been passed over
lightly. A suwlden change in the Middle East could bring strip
miners scurrying to meke a quick buck at sajor sipense to the
character of the besin and the Grande Ronde River. I found no
mention of Utah International’s {General Electric) lignite
interests in the basin. They could turn the baailn upside down,
create huge water diversions from the river for slurry lines and
invade the hills with unwanted roads te unwanted pit mines.

P. 23, Table 17 -- I note chat high proportionsﬁll ef the
recreation uses listed are dependent on waterways in the study
area, and can orly be enkanced by the maintenance of high
environmental standarde, The economic apinoffs from this are
aignificant, m& in evident Erom the figures on page 27 of the EIS,

P. 24, "Cultural Remources" -- I have become increasingly concerned
at the vandalisk snd theft of historic and prehistoric artifacts
along the Grande Ronde and Snake Rivers. Fach year I have watched
the deterioration of old farm implements, as they disappear part-
by-part, and the disappearance of old homesteads by torch or
bulldozer (e.g., Roy School, Washington). I was glacd to ses the
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historic marker signs placed by BLM st s site above Wildcar Creek.
They mey at lesst give pavse toc the "innocent” thoughtlessneas of
some my making it clemr thar diaturbance of these cvltural remsins
is wrong. But how to deal with premeditated vandalign is obvicusly
a different ball game. 1'd like to skin them alive myself. My
blood boils when 1 sme the latest shattered remsins of the
pecrographs between Asotin end Hellers Bar, I wish we had an essy
angwer for protecting rhess sites,

P. 27 —- The $50,000/yaar value of maintsining existing livestock
grazing levels at the sxpsnse of ripsrlan zones seens particularly
plddling and unjustified in the context of the values derived from
active recreation ($825,000) end Touriam ($13,5 silliton},
particularly when the latter depend, to some degree, upon values
derived from healthy riparien zooes.

P, %, "Requirements for Further Environmental Analysis” -- [ wish
to receive notification of all site-apecific resource projects and
documenta relating to the Wallowa-Grande Ronde basin, Joseph
Cenyon, and Hells Canyon.

P. 33, "Recraation”™ {Common to All Alternatives) — I support study
and dealgnstion of the Crande Ronde, Joseph Creek and additional
portions of the Snake River as Wild and Scenic Waterways, as wall
as interim BLM msnagemhent to support their eligibility. The Minaa
- Grande Ronde Section of the Wallows River, which provides
continuity with the Oregon's existing designation of the Minam
Rivet as & State Scenic Waterway should alsg be included under thia
treatzent. Hinam 1a alsgo the mest highly-used acceas to the
Wallewa-Grande Ronde System,

I an not avare of any Washington state of local protective
designations for the lower Grande Ronde. It is therefore doubly
important that this magnificent section of river receive protective
faderal management.

2 49-57, "Natural Environment Protection Alternstive™ and
'Preferrad Alternative’ —— At least in terma of the broad
genaralities presentad in the EIS, 1 mee litile resson why most, if
not all, of the lsnguage for the Natural Envircnment Protection
Alternative {(dere I call it the NEPA?) should not be adopted ss the
Prefarred Alternative. Here are s couple examplas:

Grazing M enent, Exclumion of livestock from six wiles
of strea innd assccisted riparisn zones?), and 3 AlM's,
ssema B microscopic price to pay for the benefits of
riparian protection. The last couple of yesrs of mevere
winters, with the asscciated najor losses of wildlife are
8 testament to the utter necesaity of full protection for
wingering habitsts and food supplies. The idyllic
greseland secting of Wildcat Creek alluvial plain at the
Grende Ronde looks like & dried up g0if courme by late
July, having been eaten up and trampled by cattle, Araas
like this can mean life or desth for area wildlife.

Sea Rasponse 21-1 snd Racreation lhnwt in Chapter 2, far BMA's
recopmandations for the Grands Ronds E

Rasource Nana t Plans mre devaloped to provide remsurcs
managesant guldalines snd to priocktize rascurce allocstions over a
largs arsa. Thass plans reflect tha typa of priorities and
saphasin a8 in the sxemple cited in the commant. Activity plans
allow BLM Lo analyze mensgemant dirsction in & sors detalled manner
oo & much smeller aves.

The planning arsa is not locsted within s cosl production reglen.
Laasing cutrlde of m zeal productiom region 1z initlsted by an
spplication {refar to 43 CFR 3425.1-5). Once sn spplication is
recaived, the arsa upder spplication would be studied using the
four plenning screens described on page 7 of the DEaft MMP/EIB.
‘Safec aldo to Chaptac 1, pagea 6-7 of the DReft ENP/RIS.

Feahlatoric snd historle cultural cercurces on public land in
remcta areas are wonjtorad for condition and protsction ss often as
parmittad by svailsabla funding. Publis cosparation in protection
of thesa resgurcés ls assantial. The patroglyphs amd schoolhouse
clted wre not on BLY lands. Vandalism on non-federal lends is
bayond the conteol ar jurisdiction of the ALXN.

The -emulle flgures for livestock prazing end recreation ace net
thosa for 11 ceprasent only the Bactlen
15 lmdl (50 4000 mcras) in the planning ares, The planning srss
includes ancther 374,000 acres of Bection 3 geazing lsnde.
Zeonomic factot® Weta only ons of many factors guiding the
devalopment of the finel plan, which pleced » high prioricy on
management of riparlan aress (ses Appendix ¥ of the Draft ENP/RIA).

You will be added to tha mailing list to receive notiflcstion of
all site-specific cesourca projects and documents relatlng te the
Wallows-Grands Ronda basin, and Joseph Cenyan fnake River. Thers
are no BLM lands in the HCERA.

Aas Rasponss 21-1 4nd Chapter 2, Recesation Mensgement for a
di 1 of DLM‘a dation for the Wallows and Grands Ronde
Rivars,

Sea Responss 26-1 for a of 1 L t on
Section 15 grazing lands. WMo public lm- sanaged by BLH orcur in
the Wildcat Cresk alluvial plain.

Ses Appendix F of the Draft MIP/EIR and Appendlx A of this document
that discuss tha spplication of sitigation to all sltarnatives,

Although the Dosft KMP/EIS placed increased ewphasia upon the sres
within 1/4 mils of the river, this was not msant to ba ths only
area to be considered for speciasl o In the p Plan
managsment dicection has besn rewordad to indicats that spacial
visusl mamsjemnt protection will be implemented for all public
lands within the river corridor viewshed. Activity plane for the
rhver will addrass sppeopriate protection wnd computibla uses
within the viewshed corrider

Craig Markhem ~ Baker RMP/DELS
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Riparipn Mansgement. The NEPA statement that "Surtace
disturbing activities would not be allowed unless impacta
could ba mitigated over the long term” should be included
in the Preferred Alternative,

Special Managenent Areas, The Preferred Alternstive
compremises the very concept of an SMA. Maintaining a
mere 1/4-alle buffer strip along the Grarnde Ronde ia less
than a drop in the bucket. Imagine & l/4-mile atrip in
the photograph on page &1 of tha DEIS and it should be
eminently clear just how silly s dimension this wauld be.
Management of the listed arees should indeed be mpacial,
8c make it that way. The Batural Environment Protection
Altarnative language should definitely be adopted for the
trestment of these aress. In addition, THe Hunt Mountain
SMA should be designated for back country managemeot,
consistent with che abutting Elkhorns Wilderness Study
Area,

1 am left with the impression that a central difference between the
REPA and Preferred Alternative ia the sariousness of the proposed
approaches to envircnmental protection. 1 muat guestion the
validity of such a stance, We are only borrowing this land, and wa
must apply curmelves seriously to the job of returning it to the
next generstians in good condition, rather than selling it off for
a fev AlM'a or nuggets or furnace fodder.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed RMP/EIS.
Pleass keep me informed of any future develcpoents relating te this
mattar,

Yours Fiocermly,

-

21-9

Sen Raspenss 26-1 for a ai jon of 14
Seactlon 15 grasing lsnde. ¥o public lends managed by BLM necu: in
tha Wildcat Cresk slluviel pluim,

Bss Appandix T of the Draft EMP/EIZ and Appsndix A of this documant
that discuwe tha application of aitlgstion to mil altercatives.

27-10 Although the Draft FMP/EIB placed lncceased smphasis upen the sres

within 1/4 ails of the rivet, this was not mesnt ko be the only
wras to be consldeved For special In ths plan

a1 16n hes bean o ded to Indlonte that -p-:h:l.
visual mansgsment protaction will be implssentsd for sll public
lands within tha civer corrldor riswshed. Activity Blunw for tha
river will address appropriata protsction and compatible uses
within tha viewshed corclder.
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W P e Mr Jack Allbrignt
oy Buresu of Land Managment
Tt Baker Remource Arwa Dffice
#Wv‘ 135¢ Dewey
Baker,Oregon 97014

Trommurer.
208 e D Jack

1. war Jacks
IR

p— 1t iw about time that | responded to your Rescurce

:‘Lh-r HManagment Flan and kasp my "name in the pot".
11000 Pasle Brve
Orrvben, NE $0754
ol 332 1 may be too late sven now but mEsory serves me that July
Dirsssers 15 is the desdline.If not do what you are commlted to.
..,,,“'.‘........‘,._ Have paen pratty darn busy and no sign of any slack dawn
on < the road that ] cen sme.Am certain you have besn there
Gersld MO EMCOT
) eeamt tao,
Ciueinld ) b b’
m&?ﬁﬂ"“ Realiy from my visits with Mary Oman and various other

NE 09132 sctivitiew thers is very little for me to comment on at
it sl this time. [ belisve there has besn some good comment and
g . M (1008} Mr. Hunt our President has commented and parhaps Catherine
Paplion NE SO Gallbreath from Oregon City,whe is a4 board membaEr may
o se-am have wubmitted comeent.My only major remark would be that 28.9
el F. Dot (1000 1 would like to ® your maps snharced with the route of
Donald Susk: 1008y the Oregon Yrail shown on them in the futurs.Archeclgical
s o2 nites should be hald in confidence for protaction os well ag o
Hom TIeaa an gravas sites.In agditicn the trail should be marked

Warert A, Guck: (1887} rnd AWAT @ & made for its pratectian orn lands under BLM
3

urisdiction. 28'3

Mo Catwvw M. Gabewn  Therw seems little more that 1 can add at this time so
Dt (M0 {11 make it short.Best to ail of you there.
|2

homes H. iy (190} Looking forward to assisting you in any way possible.

ey aaes Sincerely
]
Dr. 2o A, Lt (10 M
=;—u‘=:1‘ :.E.g:: Rernr=lls
T La Gr andesDregon 97850 RECEIVED
Raarn b e
iy s JuL y5 1986
Ban Joss CA IR0
. BUREAL OF LAND: MANAEMENT
BAKER, R

29 suiy 10, 1986
Jack Albright, mgr
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155¢ Dewey

Baker, DR 97814 DUREAU OF LAND MANMEMENT
L 1]

Dear Jack:

Tye Ona On Flycasters is & newly organized group of Unlon
County Flycesters.interestsd in submitting input on the

Baker Resource Managemeni Flan, EIS. We consiat of approx-
imately twenty members and their familiem, and are interested
in promoting fishery habitat.

One of the goals of our club ie to rehabilitate the Powder
River Canyon, back to hiatoric fishery levels. We promcte
valuntary cateh and raleass with barbless hooks from § mile
below Thief Valley Dam to Hwy 203 (approx. 10 miles) until
fish levels have an oppertunity to re-establigh themselves.

Riparian Zones throughout the Fowder River Canyon need
protection against aver-graring of cattle, We emphasire
protection of riparian rones for beoth fisherles ard wildlife
enhancement,

29-1
As sportanen we feel the recreational commodity of our
fieheries far ogutwelighs any other environmental & econorlc
rescurces these areas ¢an produce. We urge the BLM to incorporate
the Environmental Protection Alternative §2.

Throughout the resource arsa plan, riparian tones and

fisnerlep have besn clearly Lldentifiesd. We would like

to express concern for protection of these spscific natural

resources for our futurs generatlona. The recreaticnal value

is worth more ts ouvr local economies than ths subsidlzing of

cattle 'grazing with ‘taxpayer's dollars. . S i

4o

Josaph Canyon®s ardadromous f%ah and natlve trout populetion
28-2 Jneed apecial Rabitat protectioh ahd riparian zone cehabilltation

dus to past over-grazlng of our lands,

We hope you will take our concerns as constructive input and
incorperate provisions into the final resource plan,

As a mide-note, we ars looking for apeakers for our monthly
meetings and would like to have a repreventative from your
office zpeak tc us on the chosen alternative.

C’ordiull%, ﬂ '

Mark Gomez, president san Hughes, mamber

T{n One Cn Flycasters ye One On Flycasters
219 "W" Avenue

La Grande, OR 97850

cci Oregen Senators Hatfield and Packwood Oregen Trout
Oregon House Repreaentatives) Le Grende Cbserver; file

a8-1

28-2

9-1

9-2

The maps accompanying the RMP show the locations of the Qragon
Trail crossing MM Lands., Other BLM resvurce maps show the entice
Touta of the Trall. The nesd for additionsl public information
maps will ba avaluated in coopecation with Stste and othar Pederal
agancles.

HLM policy requires confidentiality to protect all cultural sitas.

Tha Oregon Trail 1s physically sacked whers Lt cros:
lends. See also cesporisa 2-1.

s BLM publie

This plan proposss to designata the Powder River Canyon as an Ares
of Critical Environmental comeern. Under that designation
site-specific plana will be wtitten to emphasis the protection and
BANagement Of riparlan acess.

BLM lends on Joseph Creak ars proposed for designation ms en
Outstending Watural Ares. dpecific sansgemant guidelines to be
developsd will smphasize siintsining ths nsturainess of tha aces,
including wildiife and fish habitet,
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Jack Albright, manager

Baker Resource Area- BLY JUL 15 1986
1550 Dewey

Baker, ob 97814 BOREAU OF LANG MARAGEMENT
Dear Jack, N

I am writing to offer guggestions concerning the Baker Resource
Yanagement Plan E.I.S5. I fully support the general trend of the
Freferred Alternative (PA) in that increamed emphasie is being
placed on recreation and wildlife habitat.

Figheries habitat should receive atronger emphasis for protecticn
and enhancement. Wild salmon. steelhead and resident trout
populations need to be inventoried and specifically managed.
Native fish require and deserve much mere stringsnt habitat
management. I urge the B.L.M, to apecifically target habitat
that supporta native anadromcus and resldent fish.

Anadromous fish and resident trout habitat not in excellent
condltion should be enhanced. Examples include the Grande Ronde
anpd Powder Rivers, and Joseph, Swamp, Chesnimnus end Little Sheep
Creeks. All contain c¢ritical anadromous and/or reaident fish
habitat and need to be managed as such on a priority basis.
Surface disturblng activities should not be allowed and grazing
muet be elimlinated from riparian areas,

The B.L.¥. should push hard for inclusion of the Grande Ronde
River and Joseph Creek in the #ild and 3cenic Rivers program,

1 fleat the Srande Ronde extensively and have hiked in Joseph
Canycn. I urge strong efforte tc acquire lande in both canyons
ap that federal management can be more effective in preserving
these areas.

The Special Management Areas ln the PA would better reflect

their unique characteristics if management criteria were clomer

to thome En the Natural Environment Protection Aiternative.

These areag are outstanding and management goals and actiona

ehould reflect this, Though nct mentlonad in the E.I1.3., terraces
below Troy on the Crande Ronde River aupport small standa of

dead ponderosa pine that are ueed extensively by Lewls' wood-
peckers for nesting. I have never seen eo many of this increasingly
uncemmon species In one place. Speclal management would be
beneficial,

Flease conelder additional enhancement of wildlife habitat,
such an mule deer, that is presently in moderate or worse
condition, Habitat required by old growth forest constituenta
1s almo in need of attention, With ao littls old growih left
in northeastern Oregon it ls imperative to conwsider carefully
its future,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
: A
)‘\'ff.é ,bt Er

Rick Gearge o ce1 Oregon Senators
505 "M" Avenue Oregon Representatives

La Grande, 03 97850 file

Timber and Woad Products Group Bolse Cascade

Northenst Oregon Region
P Q. Box 810
La Grandie, Oregon 97850
502) 963-3149

RECEIVED

UL 15 1986
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
SR

July 14, 1986

Mr. Jack Albright

Area Manager

Baker Resource Area Dffice
1550 Dewey

Baker, OR $7814

Dear Mr. Albright:

Please consider the following comments as Boise Cascade
Corporation's input response for the Baker Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, datsd March 1985,

We suppert the Commodity Production Alternative. This
alternative will provide the necessary commodities to aid and
maintain economic and social stability in Northeast Oregon.
The following points are directly in relation to the Preferted
Alternative:

1. Forage Production - The BLM should increase forage
if it can. Leasing of the unleased lands will in-
cregse the available forage and increase the amount

of money received by the BLM and returned to the

1 -1 counties. The local ranching eccnomy relies on BLM

grazing for a portion of the total available AUM's,

This should be maintained at the highest possible

leve],

w-1

0-2

30-3

30-4

31-2

BLN sdwinisters ralstively Little flaheries habltat in the rlanning
wd.  BLH lands are ususlly ecatbtersd parcels along rivers mnd
straams with the majority of the land owned by privats

individuals. %We arse proposing to manage thess BLM tracts when
possible for Fisherien. To waximize Cishackes requires coopsration
emong tha various Landownars, which wa sre proposing to do. Each
wren with fishavies potential will be evaluated in mite-specific
habi plans to deternine the manegement and protsction
nacanssry. We propose to maintsin all cipsrien zones that ara in
2004 to excallent condition, which are by far the majority (ses
Page 14, Table 10 of tha Draft WMP/EIS). We will ssphssirs
Tecevery of those in fair conditleon.

l:o Rasponse 21-1 for BLM's recowmendstions for the Grinds Ronds
River.

This information is appreciated and will be added to our wildlife
inventorias. It will be used in our site-apscific planning For the
Grande Ronde River.

A recommandation for old-growth habitat has Been included in this
plan. Sea 32-5.

2. Riparian Zgnes - of the 80% of the major perennial
stream in the BLM planning area which have been
Inventoried, most of the habitat is in good con-
dition. This indicates that current SLM management
practices are adequate and that ne additional
regulation is necessary. The Standard Desiga
Features, outlined in Appendix G are more than

adequate to protect Riparian Zones.

3. Cooperative Wildlife Management - The 37D0 acres
of Cooperative Wildlife Management areas should be
allocated to deer and elk, if necessary to meet
wildlife agreements. No special emphasis is
necessary for enhancing wildlife habitat, Current
habitat guality and diversity should be maintained.
New wildlife projects should be encouraged but not

at the expense of range, mineral or forest management.

4. Land Disposal - The BLM should dispose of all un-
nanageable lands. The zone 1 lands within Beise
Cascade ownership should be available for outright
purchase or trade. These lands are highlighted on

the attached copy of Map 7.

| b Public Land Develapment - All publically owned lands
should remain open for mineral exploration and

development. The seasonal oil and gas lsasing Te-

striction should not be instituted on a bread-brush

51




basis for 201,720 acres due to wildlife consideraticns.

31..5 There cpuld be some seasonal restrictions on a case-by-

case basis if necessary.

6. Sustained Timber Harvest - The 10 year level should
be sustained at 29MMBF from the 16,026 acres of
commercial forest land., This volune is important
to maintaining jobs and community stability in

Northeast Oregon.

31 6I7. Racrestion Sites - These should be redesignad to

31

accomodate increased recreational use.

[ Off-Road Vehicles - The 122,820 acres identified in
the Commodity Production Alternative are sufficient
to maintain resource protectien., Additional seasonal
closures could be considered for Joseph Creek ONA
and the other SMA's designated, but total closure

is not necessary.

9. SMA/ACEC Designations - The currenc dirvection

alternative does not designate any SMA/ACEC

31-8 Designations, However, spscial rssource values

31~1

31-2

31-23

-5

n-7

-0

w11l be protected under eadsting avtherities and

management direction, We agree with this approach.

SLM atrives to lncresss vegetative covar on public lends, not only for
livestock but for wildlifs forsgs and watershed protection. Lasasing of
unlessed lands would not incrense forage pooduction. The total incoms
derived from lemsing unlessed land (764 AUMS) would ba about 41,008,
which would be dividad betwesn five countlss wnd the Cederal
goverrownt. The sconomi: gdin to the ranching cossunity would be
squally lneignificant {(ses pags $%, Tabls 40 of the Draft RMB/EIA).

We sgrese, but we want Lo snhancs the pipacisn habitat that is in less
than good conditiom.

Tha ovarall purposs of this plan iv to allocate resoucces and to provide
the barlc |ul.mn that sllows, to tha maxlmum extent poi '™
lity of all r in the plenning aras.

BLK'¢ objective is to improve —n-l-unt of public lands through land
tanuce wd) . Dolgs di land intersste are on fila
for eomelderstion st the tima mh-nn proposala st pricritized. Lands
in the ratention zone ace not aveilasbtle for sale, but may be sveilable
for exchange.

Sesvonal restrictions an oll and gas developusnt werTe not spplied on e
broad-brush basis. They are the result of locally specific needs during
eritical pariods. Mast of the sonsl reastrictions mre dus to aritical
winter rangs requiressnts of big game and Bald K wintering arems.
Wildlife sre partlculsrly senmitive to dlsturbance during thess criticsl
parinde.

Current budget sllocations ars not smufficient to sxpand Tectreation
facllities, however if fundl available, Aon Facilities
would be expanded to meet the racreation desand.

ORY closures wnd Limitations for Spaclsl Mansgemsnt Aress lacluwding
Jassph Crask are not bassed on seascnal nsads, tut sre lntendsd to
provide yaar-round protection of ssnsitive resources or unlque values.
Thene values include clparien vegetaticn watarwhed, scenic quallty,
goclogle aystema, wildlife habitat, amd cultursl resources.

Existing uutl’wrlt.iol ’I‘oﬂ.dl !nr protaction of unique or sensitive

var, ion of the Spacial Managament Arsas is
intended to pmul protection and specisl managemant that goes bayond
the axisting suthocitles.

Please feel free to cail me if you have questions con:
cerning these comments.
Thank you for the Opportunity to comment OR YOUT pPro-

posed plan.

Sincerely,

Robert C. Messing®T
Assistant Timberlands Manager

RCM/ jwmp
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Department of Fish and Wildiife

308 S.W. MILL STREET, P.O. BOX 3503. PGRTLAND, OREGON 97208

July 14, 1986

RECEIVED

JUL 16 1986
Jack Albright
Area Manager
Baker Resource Area Office GUREAL OF LAND :Mium
1550 Dewey [

Baker, Oregon 97814
RE: Draft Baker Resource Management Plan
Dear Mr. Albright:

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wild1{fe has reviewed the Baker
RWP/ELS dated March 1986. Our review focused on the proposed federal
action and 1ts impact on fish and wildlife resources.

As a result of that revisw, the Department prefers the Natural Environment
Protection Alternative as the program that would provide for maintenance
and enhancement of fish and wildlife resourcas in the Baker Resource

Area.

Comments regarding specific elemants of the Plan are included below.

Grazing Management

A comparison of the changes in grazing allotments over the pest five
years was made using the 1981 Ironside Grazing Management EIS. Our
concern 15 for the grazfng reductions called for in the 1981 document
that do not appear to have been jmplemented.

Reduction guidelfines under ELE*MM]MOH page 19 of the
Ironside Record of decision §
. ..Adjustments in 1ivestock use, other management actions, or
a combination of bath will be made the first year of the five
year implemntation paried to assure sf*nfﬁunt progress in
mesting tha vegatative objectivas identiffed in the Proposed
Actfon of the Tronside EIS. Additional grazing adjustemnts wil)

be made in the third and #ifth year if menitoring studies indicate
2 need to further balance VTivestock use with available forage.

Deviations from the schedule of grazing adfustments, as established
in the final grazing decision, must be based on additional data

32-5

32-6

32-7

of at least equal quality to that upon which the original schedule

Mr. Jack Albright
July 14, 1988
Page =3-

Woodlands, p. i§

01d growth timber inventory informatifon 13 not included in the plan.
Quality, quantity and location of this habitat type should be 1ncluded.
If rone exists, then present plans should include a parcentage of existing
forest land designated for old growth management. The BLM “NoodTands™
designation would be apprepriate as these areas are defined 43 "Woodlends
are forest lands of low productivity that are not included in the commar-
clal forest allowable harvest base.™ The Department maintafns that:
"batween 5-15 percent of the forest acres be meintained as ofd growth
habitat, well distributed by elavation, aspect, slope and locatfon 1s
needed to provide minfmum self sustaining populations of wildlife spacies
preferring old growth®, (Wiidlife Habitat Considerations in Forest

Operations, ODFW, DOF 198!

Wildiife Habitat Inventory, p. 17

The BLM use of prescribad burning to set back plant succession thareby
improving forage quality and quantity for big gime use {5 to be commen-
ded and encouraged.

Steps should be teken to fmprove and protect key winter ranges by diversi-
fying the habitat. Plant structure should faclude fatroduction of forb
and browse specfes such as alfalfa. curl leaf mahogany, four wing saltbush,
te., to break up the momocuTture aspect of crested whaatgrass seedings.
Crestad wheatgrass provides only 1fmited spring and fall use by big game
species. Cover needs by wildlife on winter ranges can be provided by
unfper and sagebrush plantings.

Summer range improvements could fnclude prescribed burning to provfde
for habitat diversity. Specific areas in need of this technique Include
Big Lookout and Pedro Mountains.

Table 26 p. 35

The Department supports ihe designation of spacfal managemant areas listed
fn this table.

Land Tenurs Adjustment, p, 113-120

Comments and suggestions for land tenure actions in the Baker plamaing
area:

There appears to be an opportunfty to block up lands along Josaph Cresk SMA
and Grande Ronde SME through exchange of 1sclated blocks with private
landowners. Als0, the Nature Conservancy s at ting to acquire prairie
Tand fn the Zurwalt area for Columbian Sharptail restoration and to preserve
a portion of the largast natura] prairie in the Horthwest. BLM parcels

in this ares are of high wildlife value and should be carefully reviewsd
prior to any dfgposal plans,

32-1

32-2

Jack Albright
July 14, 1986
Page =2-

was based, If the monitorfng studies fnformation indicates a
need to modify the final decision, either upward or dewnward,
the District Manager will fssue &n amended decision following
consultatfon with the affectsd 1ivestock operator and publication
of an updated RPS.™

When a comparfson {s made between the original 1981 Ironside plan

ehd the 1986 RMP, 1t s apparent that a majorfty of proposed increases
in Mvestock AUM's have been made while comparatively few of the pro-
posed decreases have besn made. In the cases where some of the pro-
posed decrezses have besn addressed, most have only been partially
reduced, thus falling short of thelir five ysar foruge reduction pro-
posals. Under the BLM Preferred Alternative, lands would continue

to be issued at currant levels.

The questfons, therafore, remain: If the objectives of the ISE1 Ironsida
plan have yat to be realized (with respect to forage allocation). how

can & decfsion to continue grazing leases at current levels be justified?
What additional data..."of at least equal quality to that upon which the

orfginal scheduls was based...”, indicates a departura from tha 1581
schedule?

Jable 4, p. 8
Correction - OOFN owns 470 acres of Little Sheep W.A. and manages

32-3

32-4 IP:regMne Falcon 15 wot 1isted.

40 acres of USFS land by sgreement.

Riparian Habitat, p. 14

From the Department's perspective, much of the riparian habftat in
the Baker County portion of the management plan could be improved.
Spacific exanples in¢lude: Pritchard Creek, Norgan Creek, Lockout
Mountatin drainages, Sardine Creek, Sesley Creek, the Burnt River, Dark
Canyon and Deer {reek.

In addition, we recommend continued maintenance of existing Vivastock
axclosures on straams in the Ares, with iniressed riparian snhancenent
management techniques applied to improve these important habftats. Con-
tinued riparian habitat inventory and monitoring on a1l streams in the
Resource Area should be fncluded in any selected alternative.

Threatenad, Endangered or Sensftive Species, p. 15 Table 11

While no documented nest sites occur
in the Management area. Peregrines are present during migratfon.

Nr. Jack Albright
duly 14, 1886
Page -4~

The following parcels have the potential to be high value Columbian
Sharptafl habitat and should be specifically exnu?nod with this
potential use in mind prior to any dispasal decision.

Description Acre

T2N R45E Sect. 36 (s¢wm)
TIN RASE Sect. 9 NE SE

TN R4SE Sect. 3 SE NW
TEN RATE Sect. 17 SW SW
T1S R4GE Sect. B NE HW (East Crow Crewk)}
TN R46E Sect. 6 Lot 10 (Calf Creak)

The following parcel 15 adjacent to the Little Sheep Wild1ffe
Area. It also has creek frontage on Little Sheep Creek, an imper-
tant steefhead straam. JOFW has o satellite fish hatchery a short
distance downstrean from this land. The area 13 potential bighorn
sheep range and mule deer winter range and supports many other
wildlife spectes.

4

{5a1mon Creek)

(Mear Salmon Creek)

®
gss588 |2

Description Acrea
q2- T15 R4TE Sect. 16 200

The followfng parcels arve isalated but close to the Little Sheep
WA and could be offered for exchange to block up publie Tands
arpund LittTe Sheep Wild1ffe Arsa.

Description Acreage

T1S RATE Sect. 3 Lot 13 SH Sw 80
T15 R47E Sect. 17 NE SW 40
T1S RATE Sect. 30 Lot 4 40

T15 RATE Sect. 31 Lot 1 .73

The following parcels are adjacent to (SFS land and could be
transferved to that agency for management or possible exchange
ta block up public holdings.

Description Acreage
T3 RASE Sect.35 NN NN 40
TZN R4BE Sect. 21 160 (Near HCARA)
T2H R43E Sect, 28 240
T2H R4BE Sect. 34 SE SW 0

The fe1lowing parcels are within the boundaries of several large
ranches and could ba offered to the gwnars fn exchange for other
lands adfacent to the Hells Canyon NRA §n the Smake River Unit.




Wr. Jack Albright
July 14, L
Page - 5-

This land 13 high value winter range for mule deer and elk,
It is also potential bighorn shawp habitat and near the proposed
Grizzly Ridge shesp releage 3ita.

Description Acreag
TIN R4BE Sect. 6 SE SE 0
TIN R48E Sect. 17
TIN R4SE Sect. 18 i SE 120
ToN R4SE Sect. 20 NN 160
32-8 T2N RATE Sect. 26 120
TIN RATE Sect. 27 SE WK [

6. The followfng parcels are on Joseph Cresk or Tumarack Cresk and
should by retained or sxchanged for 11ke Yand becausk of high
ish and wildlife values.

Dascription Acrey
TSN RASE Sect. L Lot 1 40 (Tamarack Creek)
TSN R4SE Sect. 10 1] {Jaseph Creek)

The Depariment appreciates the opportunity to comment om this plan.

If you have any questiong runlrd1n§ the above comments, pleasa fes! free
to contact me or mambers of our Baker wilafife district office = Jerry
Grover/Dick Humphrays, Oreqoa Department of Ffsh and Wild1ffe, Rt. 1,
Box 211, Baker, Ordgon 97814 - talaphone # 523-5B3Z.

pc?,;%s/

Staff Biologist
Habitat Canservatien and Flanning Dfvision

Sincerely,

tfs

¢ NE Region
Wildlite Division
Hunphreys/Grogan

32-1

12-2

323

32-4

32-5%

A2+

327

32-8

Tha Ironside KIS ks a distinet planning document wnd 1s not
ra-addrasssd by this EMP. Refer to Chapter 2, Purpose and Masd,
Howaver, sven though 1987 cepresents the firet ysar of the

haduled 3-yaar Usa-ad parisd spacified in tha 1981
Ironsids Recard of Dacision, soms reductlons in grazing uss have
alraady best made. Monltoring is contlnuing, and sdditiomal uas
sdjustmants will be phesed in over the next 5 yasrs, in ateordsnca
with 43 GFR 4110.3(b}.

The text has besn revissd. 3es Chapter 3, Text Ravisicne.

Riparian habitut on the identifisd strsams snd sxisting extlewuces
wars sanslyged in the Ironside RT3, snd are scheduled for manageoent
analysls theough hablist mansgewant pluns.

fpaclal managemsnt nesds for Peregrine Faleon were mot lncluded in
the plan since it i» & migrant and ne aress have been identified
whats protection 1s nesdad.

MM vacognizes the importance of old-growth forest as a compomant
of wildlife babitest. Although current dets indicate that very
Httle ald-growth timbar remsins on BLN lends in the pleaning scea,
the propossd plen will manegs & substantisl amount <f the old
growth that doay axist as old-growth habitat.

The proposed plan dxcludes from timbet harvest 3,977 scred (13.6
paccant) of the total sultsbla cosmarcial forast land. Mast of
thls acen is inaccessidle, huk never besn logged, khd would
probably clasglfy &8 old-growth haditat.

Also, we propows to manage fot old-growth habitat about 5 parcant
(1,248 accus) of the remalning 25,353 sceres of sultable commarcial
forsst land that will ba avallable for harvest, Thess 1,288 acres
will ba managed in ail-sged stands t¢ saintain their ola-growth
charscteristics., Thay will alsoc be managed to maintaln the
distribution of old-growth habltat in the plannisg sces.

s will lnelude your concern in the site-specific plans (Rabitax
Management Plana} for thass avear.

We slso recognize the nasd to "block up” lande along Jossph Cresk
wd the Grande Ronde Siks, e have worked with the Naturs
Conwervancy in the past, and will comtinus to work with them on the
Zummlt aces.

The lands that were idsntifled se having wildlifs valuas Bave basn
assigned to the vetention zone.
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RECEIVED

e
ERFEM FEIDUTTE MM R (1BNEOEC
LI JUL 17 1386
TN ET .
o . i i BUREAU OF LAND MANAGENENT  33-8
TRR LF@OIN (aFTUC AL FAICURCED LOufC LIRL Y SODrec I ATeF TN4
DLOSrtuRt. LD Comment on Trna Draftr baker Reaource MARAJEMmeEn L Tan
[5-1
Trere 12 5 iacr ot miternatives, Which J08% NOC FBti1stv MEFA 33'10
33-1 FEQUIFEMmENTI, THE 2:TEFPAXTIves ¢ 4150 Ekewed tOWIrT deuEiGOMENT ang
30 Lot feoresent a vutl ranGe of OCTICAS.

The tiaturac Frokecrron MITERNATIVE Wt SUSn MOre EMONR3I S ON Gther
FYSCUFTES TNAA OOMASL:C QFPT NG ahd CIMDer 15 a clear cnoice, Little
or Ao timpes CUttinE IROUID Of #t I Owed ANd QOMEETIC @raTing FRoylQ
AECTFPES 1N CRFOTEIN Ireas immediats|r,

1] speZlal mAnIpement 3r#AE EROUIQ réce i ve tuUli Drotection snd timDer
33-2)r#rvestro and gomestrc grazing snould Kot SSEur. Cattle grazing on

the Orande FORAE FIuer DOETOM r3 AXCERZIUE AND MUST O# FTODDEd,

Fecrestion wiu!d OF €NRANCED ANA ECONOMIC Cener | ts of recreation far
33_3 SuTwE 2N any cattie penerity. The Grande Ronoe River Canvon snould

receiue 3 GALIONA) w13 AN SfehicC civer recommendation.
33_4Isnnrp 3,080 QrOUES FESINTAOOUCTION AT Lett|e Lookout Mountain 1

tavored and total Rabtat protection 15 EEEeNnTial. MOmMesTEAd WEA
33-50:inzuia ce recommences ax wilmerness,

Fipariar Management snoula totally protect all Jive gtreams trom

QOMeBLIC TrRIING., OMAZTING JAMIOND ArEEE A +0UNT TRrOUQRAUE the Bacer

336 Ftrource mres ana renanititation Must e o0 OFIOF Ty FOC FIOAFIAN,
WeTlaNGE whO M23acw areas. The OFnefity £ OLNEr FISOUrCEs TROM

QUAT Ity FIDAF AR M8 WO IO DF pOENOMeEnal. [Nventories have not even

besn donE on EOME ETrEAMS ANTd MANAJEMENT CECISIONS Are Del g DAGE Now

WitR & | aCK oF Intarmacion,

B1g game wirtsr ranGs Muit 06 1 JENt1F100 and Managed to rehanilitate

THE FANQE N0 DD CAME DRAFErNed Clant foeCi4d. Lomestic livestock
shouig be seversiy bimited or excluaea. wiidlrfe forage allocations

33'7 should pe oramatrcaliv Increased.

Range ManagQement SROUTd #MDRAS.2Z¢ NACIVE vEGETATION (NCIudIng ruture

sérdings and rehadilitation of past seedings.

Timoer aats 1§ lack)ng to make val1d choicex. UNRC recommends no cut
Backcouritry ang wiidlire aliccations +or Hunt Mountaan in thne Elkhoarni
and the Eig ano Lrttle LOOKOUE MOUNTAIN Brddd. Thess sotatea timoer
£Langs are wortn Far more n 3 naturasl conaition for watersheo,

33-8

33-1 all slternstives considersd in the Draft EXP/EIS ware sultipla-use ae
required by the Fedeval Land Policy snd Managesent Act of 1974, is
required by the Natienal Enviconssntal Pollicy act of 1969 snd Councll on
Environmental Quality Zegulstlons for implementing that law, we sxplorsd
md evalvated all resssnuble nlternatives for this plan., Rafer ulso to
Chaptar 2, paged 29-3 of the DRIB, for an explanatlion of Alternatives
Eliminated from Detwniled Study.

-2 ton ws an AGEC does not necessarily

Ussy compatible with protecting spd

malntaining speclal valuss ace sllowwd. Specific mansgement needs

prascriptions or restrictions will be svaluated and implemanted for amech
wraa through sctivity plans that will be deaveloped for every deslgnated

ACH

33-3 BLN's recosmendation for the Grande Ronda River ls axplained in Chaptar
2, Weerestion., snd Response 11-1.

33-4 Providing habltat for sharp-tailed geouss reintroduction ls & pelocity
of thls plen. The best locations for reintroduction will be determined
theough cooperative studies. Fas wleo response 23-3,

33-5 Bas Responss 20-1.

33-4 BLN's recosmendations for riparian zone management are contained in
Chaptar 2, Ripsrian, snd further discussed in Responsa 5-2.

33-7 Your concern is discussed in Responas 23-1.

33-8 BLM frsquently uses timber harvest to snhance wildlife habitat, Be
timber harvesting will occur without a site-specific snalysis of the
offacts of the hacyest on wildlife snd watsrshed se well as other
resources. Ses also rssponse 32-5.

33-9 BLN's objective im to iwprove the smnegesbility of public lands.

ik F lists land irangfer gltarnatives in order of praference.
Sale of publie lands ks & low priority. The objuctive of land sxchanges
is to creats mors managssble blocks of public lend or scquics strategic
lands that will snhance sxisting public land resocurces.

33-10 & discusslon om manitoring has been sdded to Chapter 2.
Response 32-1 snd 24-§.

Alws yon

WD A AN FECTEATICN INRN FGC TAMCET MENAQEMEnT, Othnes 3TAMGS

33'8 orouioe more benefits to Qther repayrces. There znould be 1ittle or ne
TimDer TACVeRCinG On Baker ELM lanas.

WeEC oppokes near > all orivatization or ouolic langs. Tress lands

rave grester muitipie Uuse DURIIC VAIYAS TNAN QECOMING % H3Irt Of

FOmM@cnt § FARCH, IR fact, lands #nould D& DURChASEO Ly ELM efpeciallv

2iong the Grande Roras Riuver %o marntsin tnis public treasurs.

Thare 1d afi cOVEIOUE 'ACK C©F MONITONIRG SrOCeRE to KEeep track of
implementation sutceds, Thne Final EIS must contain 2 uaird ang
BCAIEURDI® MONYYOF Iy SYSTEM that the DUBITC Can SCrutinize, ONRC
AuUedt ONE wRRINIr APl thAe Qraxing decreases 1n the fronside Rangelang
EiZ have cesn fully molementea?

L FOP@s OUr Comments will pe utiliZeq ana tnav the Bakar Fianning
orackds vl meet thne otent Or applicanle laws and agencr policies.

Sincersiv.,
T
(w
Tim Lilleoo
GHNRC MOPtAe®ast F1ala Coordinator

55
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Range Ecology Group b
La Grands, Oregon 77
July 1&, 198&

34

Jack Alhright
Area Hanagar
Baker Resource Area Office

Our review of the Saker Resource Managesent Flan EIS of
March 19846 leads us to make the following comments:

34 1I The EIS is superficiall if offers a limited scope of aiter—

natives for mansgemant strategies.

Degradation of the public lands thraugh mining is nokt suffi-

Bd-zkl-ﬂtlv addressed and little notice is taken of ths negative

34-3

14-4

14-5

14-6

ffacts of "hobby mining.®

No alternatives offer a decrsass of grazing abuses and

oncomitant recovery prograss for riparian rones and watmwr

lity. Although thara aay be a "ganeral acceptance” of livae-
tock grazing on public iand (page 30), thers is also a national
ontern for the pressrvation of cur heritage. Tha alternatives
ffer an increass of 744 AUM's that is 2% tises greater than the
egligible decrease of 30 AUM"s proposed in one alternative,
This gives the BLM the appedrance of being a »ranch of the cattlas
industry. Such attention to the damands of an wlites wealthy few
at the sHpense of 280 million citizens discradite any suggestion
thara is an adharsnce to the sultiple-usa philesophy.

Bn page &3 is the quastionable suggestion that “Timbher
harvest would alter plant succassion ane INCREASE the vigor and
varisty of forsst vegetation." Thim is éollowsd by tha contra-
diction that “Long term losass in vegetation associated with tha
construction of permanent roads would occur.” Such inconsisten-—
cims support cur sarlisr statwment that the EIS is suparficial
and incomplete.

As clearly stated on p, &2; “Improving the condition of
stream riparian arasas by reatricting cattlae graring can
result...” in isproved water flow as well as less polluted water.
Your proposals contradict your own information or worse, imply a
disregard for good stewardship af the public land.

Thars ars nuserpus sislilar inconsistenciss and weakne
the EIGf obviocusly, a4 sore responsible document could have besn
prepared.

in

Our group proposes that the very narrow focus on so-—called
commodities b & abandoned and a true stewardship approach ba
jadopted. A nusbar of alternativ avelvi around water, soil
ard vegetation snhancessnt programs g hould be generated. It is
widely recognized that the public range has been sbused and
jdegraded., The only sthical and practical course is one that aims
t owa rd restoration,

-1 For a 4t of the f i of altatnetiver ses Response 33-1.

34-2 surface mining produces impacts of » wimller typs, regardless of tha
alze of operation. Minlng impacts were analyzed in Chaptar & of the
Draft RWE/RIS.

34-3 Ths Waturel Environment Protection snd the Prefsrred Alternatives
addrase these issues.

34-4 Cytting tress reduces compatition between plants for nutrient/eall
moisturs and sllows more sunlight For growth of plants. Tha vegetation
d far cosd ion is lost for the period of time the road is
maintsined. This does not constltute inepnwistency, tut describes
different impacts frem differsnt actions.

34-5 Ripsrian is a4 in 3-2,

B34-6 Watarshed was canked higher than all othar commedity rescurces Lo the
proposed plan (Ses Appendix F of the Draft Baker RMP/EIS and see Chapler
2, Watsarshed). This is alsc tha vanking for the propowed plan. See
also Responss }3-1.

We also prepase you set aside morse land for truly valuablae
"commodit{es"™ such as genw pool pressrvation, mcil retention,
¢ishery snhancesent, wildliée habitat protection, recreation
sitas and trails, carbon-dioxide cyle vegetations, and scenic

attractions,
he ;%i:

airman, Range Ecglogy Group

Box Sta(a
LmGRANDE, O, 97830

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
. WALLA WALLA HETRICT. CORPE OF @8 IHEEAR
BUILDING 408. CITY.COUNTY AIRRORT
WaLLA WABHIHETON SS841.5808

o s el o8 RECEIVFD

Plannfng Division JUL 24 1986

BUREAU OF LAMD MAMACEM|
BT, OX o

M¥r. Sam Montgomery
RMP/ELS Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Baker Resource Aren

1550 Dewey

Baker, Qragon 97814

Dear Mr. Montgomery:

This Tetter 1s in vesponse to the Draft Environmenta) Impact State-
ment (DEIS) concerning the Baker Rasource Management Plan that was sant
to ogur North Pacific Division office. The document was forwarded to
us for review. This letter also reflects the previows discussion be-
twean you and Mr. W, E. McDonald coancerning this proposal.

We have reviewsd the DEIS for the Buker Resource Munagement Plan,
Our review did not reveal any affects on navigatian or hydropower
development. Morgover, we reviewed the project for fleod control amd
hydrologic concerns and found mo inadequacies.

We appreciate the opportunity to review your snvironmental document.
Should additional information be required, please contact Me. W. £
MeDonald at (509) 522-6627 or FT$ 434-6627.

Sinceraly.

( iohn L. KcKern

Chief, Environments]
Resources Eranch
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Jack Albright
:g;;rnﬁ:;u:cl Area OFfice
Baker, OR §7B14

Dear Wr, Albright:

Blue Mountaln Protection Alliancs and Union County Chapter
of Izaak Walton League (BMEA-UC-IWLA) are not able to support any
lof your proposed alternatives. Thete are not enough diffsrences
in the Watural Ervivronmental Protaction Alternative and your
preferrad alternative. Mineral, grazing, timbsr managemants are
st11) being over emphasized. Table 1 summary verifies this fact.

cut back of only 764 AUNs, 20 MMBEF timbar is unacceptabla,
Grazing, timber harvest and mineral smphasis are degrading all
the other more valuabla resourcas.

A goal to protect all ciparian zones should be inmplemanted

without any additional, very cestly, Fencing. Cattle, off-road

36-2

vehicles, ORUs, and auch that put seil into atreams, should be

#lininated, Pressntly fenced pastures that have riparian zones

succesaful regenarations. Your timber managers have mismanaged
these stands just to banefit their advancement to batter Oregon
nd California Districts, Examples of this miskanagement ars
36'4 identified ©on mapas snclossd, Baker Remourcs Area timber
management should be on an unregulated basis and then only on &

junsven age selective harvesk projram. This is the only way other

rescurces can be sustainable--even flow teo.

The proposed land exchangs between the Forest Service and
BLMs Bakar Redource Area looks to be practical and feasible, Ne
probably will suppert this effort with some additional
suggestions.

¥We are resguasting both public agencies support the
conservationists and Senator Packwood's wilderness legislation
that includex Homestead, Shesp Mountain and possibly moras of

NeGraw roadless ars

Both Forest Service and BLM propossals on
these areas are not as satisfactory as Mr. Packwood's wilderness
bill, All domestic grazing on these rosdless areas is wvary
danaging te sll other more valuable resources apd should ba
renoved from grazing. Maybs some intensive herder managements
could be considered on the gentler banches of the niddle part of
MeGraw? Will you be sure the Forest Service knows how we fasl
absut McGraw's management.
Twelve specfial management areas of 44,%35 acres is not
Jenerous shtugh on the hesded restrictions to bring them to thelr
36-5| full resource potential,
Grands Ronde, 9,715 acres, needs to compliment the other

sxisting public agencies' lands that join together. Xeating

should not be graged in the spring or summer. Some light grazing
could be considered 1h late October through December on these
protected scosystsms, Bome of thess arsas should have herders to
Ih.lp dizpense tha animals for better late season forage
utilisation. ‘The benefits to all the multiple-use resourcas
lwould be overvhelming., Experiments on this kind of grazing
36-2 managements have shown cattle gains can be &= much as 24V more
leith stock excluded from sensitive areas during het sunmer and
early Pall months, The Btarky Bxperimental Porast Studies have
Jprov.d this as well as many of your own BLM experiments. We want
you to promote more pounds to red nesat can be raised on o given

Tand base and not numbers Of AUMs that has bsen an outdated

technique for many years,

The Powder Miver Canyon betwsan Thisf Valley Reserveir and
sating Vallay, appreximatwly 19 milas in length, is one of your
o8t all resource areas that you ¢ould implement such a

wildlife

38-3

(management astrategy without any additional expenses.

wintar range and fisheriea could be rehabilitated to their

fullest potential., Enclossd map identifies areas of your RMA

that could be managed as we have suggssted. TYou could fdentify

ané Banage hundreds of othexr riparian atess your specisl rescurce

people know on the ERA. Soll, water guantity and quality, all

vegetation protection, will benefit with only a small percent
reduction in ADMa.

It is absolutaly absurd for tha Baker Resource Area to0 have

36-4]a 27 nNBF annual timber harvest. You have clobbered some of your

best stands, whith wars really only marginal anyway and without

riparian RNA/ACEC lands of 3,120, 80 and X85 acree for RFA iz a
fraud proposal. Jerry Allen, Superviser of Wallowa-Whitman has
36-5]pronised us he would work closely with BLM in this azes to get
wildlife winter range rahabllitated., W¥e are requesting this be
done immediately. Sharptailed grouse should be reintroduced on
all BLM lands, and grsxing be ramoved to accomplish these
36 6 reintroductiona, Grating is responsible for the loss of this
- spucies o it is not asking too much to remove cattle, now,
because they are not an sndangered spacies like Sharptail grouse.
RAunt Mountain should be promoted to be wilderness along with
the rest of the Elkhorn Range, We appreciate the reintroduction
of goata to the areh and the good fire managemsnt on Hunt
Mountaln, but it's not snough.
36-7 Mining activities on Hunt Mountain and the Elkhorn Range
should be complately rastricted, Mansville and other mining
companies have not found valuable snough depositm to develop: #0

please gnize this tain range's real valuss by leaving it

in its natural state.

We have touched semewhat on most of these other 11 special

§ areas here in this letter and enclosed maps.
We realize Bakear Resocurce Ares doesn’t have many areas

involvad in the Columbis River fisheries enhancement effort. But

36-8those that are, we request full cooperatlon with this program. We
expect you te compensate for this situmtien by promoting a

resldant fishery throughout the reat of the Resource Area.




The Izaak Walton Leaqus has s Public Landas Restorstion Task

Force (PLRTP} dedicated to the removil of qrazing for wildernesa

apd public in the near future. The Leagus will be werking with

Baker Resource Area and the Vale District on this effort.

37-1

’Rcmctfu.l.ly.

Director, BMPI
Ryglonal Ditector,
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VED
Departmant of Transportaii &E.%,E,!ﬂm_u

PARKS AND RECREA[ION DIVISION
526 TRADE STREET 8E., SALEM. Nﬁ!?{?
::‘__:1_’—:/

August 7, 1986
e S

W1t C, CaTkins
Bureau of Land Management
Yale District Dffice

PG Bax 700 1
Yale, R 97918 +——

Dear M. Calkins:

Ne have reviewed the 1986 Haker Resource Managemsat Plan. Our mejor
concemn 13 tha Grande Ronde River. Az you know, the Grande R

hat been identified as a potential scenfc river by both faderal and
state governments. The state conducted a Scenic Waterway Study of
the Grande Monde, but designation wes rejected dus to Tecal
opposition, A copy of the study {t enclosed, The U.5.F.5.
H“1m-m1m 1986 Proposed Land snd Resource Hmn’mt Plan
recommends “wild" designation of 18 miles of river {from within the
national Yorest boundary to 172 mile below Grossmen Creak).

In plaming for such desfgnation and subsequent management of the
Grende Ronde, cless coordination between the U.5.F.S and the BLM is
very fmportant.

In the interim, we agree with BLM's plan to maintain “scenic”
eligibility of the Grande Ronde. However, under the preferved
altarnativa, fncompatible uses would be excluded only within 1/4
wile of the river. In those arwas vhere the canyon widens, 1/4 wile
sxctusfon may be Tnsufficient to mafntain the desired visul
fcharactariatics, A more approprizte approach would be that
Jaescrised in the Naturs) Enviromeent Protection alternative whers

1ncompatibls uses would be axcluded within the river canyons.

We regret that we are late in making these comments, but hope they
might still be included fn your plaming. Thank you.

Ver!

.Uy
stigtant Adwinistrator

JEL :DE : jn
08630

Enc¢losure

36-1
e-2

32

36-4

%5

36-6

Alternative formilation is discussed it Respones 33-1.

RipsTian it i 4k in P 5-2.

Sus Ranponss 29-3 for w Gizeuseion of our recommandations for the
Powder River Canyon.

BLX continues to imprave the menagement of public forsst land.
This ls sxswplifisd by the moat recent forest laventory used ko
determine cuc sustalned yield Figures. We are convinced that
implemantation of this plan will result in » hsalthy forast that
will enhance s pultitude of othar casources. The 217 MMBF hatvest is
for & 10 yaar pariod, which would be ah svecage of 2.7 MMEVF per
yoar,

Bine SRAs are under this plap. &s information becomas
availsble, additional possible Speciml Nansgemant Acvass can be
proposed and evalusted to determine if they mest the criteris far
special managsment.

The proposad Grends Ronde ACEC proposas cooparstlon with adjoining
Forsst Service and Btatas lends for specisl mmisgesent of wildlife
and cecrestlion valuss. The Esating Riparian RMAZACEC scresges
includs the principal vegetation communitiss in netucml comdition
that can bs apacimlly for © hisducation snd wildlife
habitst, including winter cenges,

This plan proposes to identify lands sultable for shacp-tailed
grouss reintroduckion. This will bs dons in covpsration with the
Oregon Depactment of Fish and Wildlifa.

tunt Mountain is Proposed for designation s & Spacial Managamant
Arsa/ACRC. Bpecific managemant direction will te developed in a
plun to be dons on the srss.

36-8 Bes responss 17-7.

37-1

Tha propossd plan will incressa protaction of BLN lande sdjscent to
the Grands Ronds River. Ses also Respotas 27-10.




Appendices

59



Appendix A Standard Design Features

Introduction

The following list of standard design features includes
project design features, reclamation measures and
procedures that will be applied as stipulations or
requirements on proposed projects. The standard design
practices will be used as mitigation measures throughout
the planning area to avoid or reduce undesirable impacts.
Because it is not possible to anticipate every kind of
project that might be proposed, other practices not listed
below might also be applied to particular projects at the
discretionof the authorizedofficer.

Minerals

l. General

No “unnecessary or undue degradation” of Federal lands
will be allowed. “Unnecessary or undue degradation”
means surface disturbance greaterthan would normally
result when an activity is being accomplished by a prudent
operator in a usual, customary, and proficient manner. The
evaluation of “unnecessary or undue degradation” takes
into consideration the effects of operations on other
resources and land uses, including resources and uses
outside the area of operations. Failure to initiate and
complete reasonable mitigation measures, including
reclamation of disturbed areas or creation of a nuisance,
may constitute unnecessary or undue degradation.
Failure to comply with applicable environmental protection
statutes and regulations will constitute unnecessary or
unduedegradation.

ll. Locatable Mineral Development
under the Mining Laws (43 CFR
3809 and 3802)

A. All Operations

1. All operations, whether casual, under a notice, or by a
plan of operations, shall be reclaimed.

2. All operations, including casual use and operations
under either a notice or a plan of operations, shall be
conducted to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation
of the federal lands and shall comply with all pertinent
Federal and State laws, including but not limited to the
following:

a. Alr Quallty. All operators shall comply with applicable
Federal and State air quality standards, including the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 1857 et seq.).

b. Water Quallty. All operators shall comply with
applicable Federal and State water quality standards,
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including the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended (30 U.S.C. 1151 et seq.).

c. Solid Wastes. All operators shall comply with
applicable Federal and State standards for the disposal
and treatment of solid wastes, including regulations
issued pursuant to the Solid Waste Disposal Act as
amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (42 U.S.C. 8901 et seq.). All garbage, refuse orwaste
shall either be removed from the affected lands, or
disposed of or treated to minimize, so far as is practicable,
its impact on the lands.

d.Fish, Wildlife and Plant Habltat. The operator
shall take such action as may be needed to prevent
adverse impacts to threatened or endangered species,
and their habitat that may be affected by operations.

e. Cultural and Paleontologlcal Resources.

Operators shall not knowingly disturb, alter, injure, or
destroy any scientifically important paleontological remains
of any historical or archaeological site, structure, building
or object on Federal lands.

Operators shall immediately bring to the attention of the
authorized officer any cuftural and/or paleontological
resources that might be altered or destroyed on federal
lands by his/her operations, and shall leave such
discovery intact until told to proceed by the authorized
officer. The authorized officer shall evaluate the
discoveries brought to his/her attention, take action to
protect or remove the resource, and allow operations to
proceed within 10 working days, after notification to the
authorized officer of suchdiscovery.

The Federal Government shall have the responsibility and
bear the cost of investigations and salvage of cultural and
paleontology values discovered after a plan of operations
has been approved, or where a plan is not involved.

3. Maintenance and Public Safety

During all operations, the operator shall maintain his
structures, equipment and otherfacilffies in a safe and
orderly manner. Hazardous sites or conditions resulting
from operations shall be marked by signs, fenced, or
otherwise identified to alert the public in accordance with
applicable Federal and State laws and regulations.

4. Appficability of State Law
Nothing shall be construed to effect a preemption of State

laws and regulations relating to the wnductof operations
or reclamation on federal lands underthe mining laws.



B. Notice of Operations, 5 Acres or Less

The following standards govern activities conducted
under a notice:

1. Access routes shall be the minimum width needed for
operations and shall follow natural contour, where
practicable, to minimize cut and fill.

2. All tailings, dumps, deleterious materials or substances,
and other waste produced by the operations shall be
disposed of to prevent unnecessary or undue

degradation in accordance with applicable Federal and
State Laws.

3. At the earliest feasible time, the operator shall reclaim
the area disturbed, except to the extent necessary to
preserve evidence of mineralization, by taking reasonable
measures to prevent or control on-site and off-site
damage to the Federal lands.

4. Reclamation shall include, but shall not be limited to:

a. Saving of topsoil for final application after reshaping of
disturbed areas have been completed;

b. Measures to control erosion, landslides, and water
runoff;

c. Measures to isolate, remove, or wntrol toxic materials;

d. Reshaping the area disturbed, application of the
topsoil, and revegetation of disturbed areas, where
reasonably practicable; and

e. Rehabilitation of fisheries and wildlife habitat.

C. Plan of Operations = Prevention of

Unnecessary or Undue Degradation

1. When an operator files a plan of operations of a
significant modification that encompasses land not
previously covered by an approved plan, the authorized
officer shall make an environmental assessment or a
supplement to identify the impacts of the proposed
operations on the lands, and to determine whether an
environmental impact statement is required.

2. In conjunction with the operator, the autherized officer
shall use the environmental assessment to determine the
adequacy of mitigating measures and reclamation
procedures included in the plan to insure the prevention
of unnecessary or undue degradation of the land. If an
operator advises he/she is unable to prepare mitigating
measures, the authorized officer, in conjunction with the
operator, shall use the environmental assessment as a
basis for assisting the operator in developing such
measures.

3. If, as a result of the environmental assessment, the
authorized officer determines that there is “substantial
public interest” in the plan, the authorized officer shall
notify the operator, in writing, that an additional period of
time, not to exceed the additional 80 days provided for
approval of a plan is required to consider public wmments
on the environmental assessment.

lll. Oil and Gas Leasing

A. Standard Stipulations
Standard stiwlations are listed in Sec. 8of Offerto Lease
and Lease for Oil and Gas Form 3100- 1. They are:

Lessee shall conduct operations in a mannerthat
minimlzes adverse impacts to the land, air and water, to
cultural, biological, visual, and other resources, and to
other land uses or users. Lessee shall take reasonable
measures deemed necessary by lessor to accomplish the
intent of this section. To the extent consistent with lease
rightsgranted, such measures may include, but are not
limited to, modification to siting or design of facilities,
timing of operations, and specification of interim and final
reclamation measures. Lessor reserves the tight to
wntinue existing uses and to authorize future uses upon
or in the leased lands, including the approval of
easements or rights-of-way. Such uses shall be
conditioned so as to prevent unnecessary or
unreasonable interference with rights of lessee.

Priorto disturbing the surface of the leased lands, lessee
shall contact lessor to be apprised of procedures to be
followed and modifications& reclamation measures that
may be necessary. Areas to be disturbed may require
inventories or special studies to determine the extent of
impacts to other resources. Lessee may be required to
complete minor inventories or short term special studies
under guidelines provided by lessor. If in the conduct of
operations, threatened or endangered species, objects of
historic or scientific interest, or substantial unanticipated
environmental effects are observed, lessee shall
immediately contact lessor. Lessee shall cease any
operations that would result in the destruction of such
species or objects.

B. Special Stipulations

Special stipulations are attached to oil and gas leases to
provide additional protection forfragile areas or critical
resource values. Examples of special stipulations are
seasonal restrictions for critical wildlife habitat and No
Surface Occupancy to protect special values or fragile
areas.
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Timber Harvest
l. Sale Planning

A. Timber.

Planning for a timber sale must precede actual figld layout
of the sale. General needs and goals for a particular area
are established years in advance through the Timber
Management Activity Plan (TMAP), the five-yeartimber
sale plan and other long-range plans. Such plans are more
sharply focused as certain tracts are selected for inclusion
in short-range plans such as annual timber sale plan, and
environmental assessments (EA) are prepared for specific
sale areas. Once an area has been selected and approved
for inclusion in the annual sale plan, the field forester, with
the aid of resource specialists, translates the management
plan and objectives into reality on the ground, making
adjustments as necessary to best meet the stated plans
and objectives and environmental protection
requirements. Planning and preparation for all sales shall
wnsiderthefollowing:

1. Long-Range & Short-Range Planning. Prior to

field layout of a proposed sale, the Area Manager reviews,
with the foresters assigned to the sale layout task, the
following:

a. Timber management activity plan including EA/EIS for
TMAP.

b. Five-yeartimber sale plan.

c. Management plans for special use areas and other
activities, e.g., HMPs,

d. Annual timber sale plan including EAfor proposed
action.

e. Road transportation plan for area, including planned
design standards.

{. Public access plan for area and current status of access.

g. Terms and conditions of right-of-way agreements and
easements for area involved.

h. Condition and status of cadastral surveys in area.

i. Status of inventoriesfororoccurrenceof sensitive,
threatened, or endangered plants and animals; status of
inventories of cultural resources.

j- Notification requirements of Corps of Engineers under
Sec. 404 of Federal Water Pollution control Act if work
involves discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable
waters; applicability of any general permit issued pursuant
to Sec. 404.
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k. Applicability of coastal zone management programs
pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act.

2. Silvicultural Practices. Silvicultural practices must
be used that best meet the management goals and
related land-use prescriptions and assure prompt
regeneration of the forest. Selectiin cutting, shelterwood
cutting, clearcutting or theirvarious modifications are
available options.

a. Clearcutting should not be used as a cutting practice
where:

(1) Soil slope or other watershed conditions are fragile and
subject to unacceptable damage.

(2) There is no assurance that the area can be adequately
restocked within 5 years after harvest.

(3) Aesthetic values outweigh other considerations.
b. Clearcutting should be used only where:

(2) It is silviculturally essential to accomplish the relevant
forest management objectives.

(2) The size of clearcut blocks, patches, or strips are kept
at the minimum necessary to accomplish silvicultural and
other multiple-use management objectives. Cutting units
should not exceed 40 acres in normal circumstances.
More than 40 acres may be appropriate for salvage of an
area already environmentally damaged by fire, insect or
wind, or where larger cutting units would minimize road
construction and other actions which would result in
greater adverse environmental impact on the total forest.

3. Sale Design. Cutting areas should be shaped and
designed to blend as much as possible with the natural
terrain and landscape. The cutting area should minimize
the effect on the total forest vista with due regard for
future harvesting, impacts of road construction and other
relevant factors.

4. Roads. Roads and other facilities should be kept to a
minimum, and where needed to fulfill short and long term
management needs, should be located, designed and
constructed to the standards necessary forthe total land
use and resource values involved.

a. Location of Logging Roads. Roads should be so
located to minimize the risk of material entering adjacent
streams orotherwaters.

(1) Road will be fit to the topography so that a minimum
alteration of natural features will be necessary.

(2) Roads will be located on stable terrain such as
moderate sideslopes or ridgetops wherever possible



When roads must cross potential unstable terrain, the road
should be engineered to the extent necessaryto prevent
unacceptable damage. Where sidecasting of waste
material during road excavation will wver the downslope
soil with rock and subsoil incapable of supporting
productive vegetation, consider end-hauling waste
material to stable areas of more moderate topography.

(3) Logging roads will be located away from wet or marshy
areas andotherwetlands, meadows, riparian areas, and
stream banks. Otherwise, necessary drainage and
streambank protection would be provided.

(4) The number of stream crossingswould be minimized.
When it is practical streams would be crossed at right
angles to the main channel.

(5) Areas of vegetation would be left or established
between roads and streams.

(6) Roads will avoid being located through crucial deer and
elk winter range, when feasible.

(7) Roads will avoid being located through non-forest or
non-commercial forest habitats with high wildlife values.

b. Road Design. Consistent with good safety practices
and intended use, each road will be designed to the
minimum-use standards adapted to the terrain and soil
materials, to minimize surface disturbance and damage to
waterquality.

(1) A flexible design will be to minimize damage to soil and
waterquality.

(2) Roads will be designed no wider than necessary to
accommodate the immediate anticipated use.

(3) Cut and fill slopes would be designed at the normal
angle of repose or less.

(4) Culvert out-flow would not be allowed to be discharged
onto unprotected fill slopes. Energy dissipaters would be
installed at culvert outlets or in half rounds where needed.

(5) Water crossing structureswould be designed to
provide for adequate fish passage, minimum impact on
water quality, and the 25-year frequency storm. Increases
in water yield and peak flows resulting from vegetation
removal would be kept in mind when designing structures.

(6) Roads will be designed to drain naturally by outsloping
and by grade changes wherever possible. Where
outsloping is not feasible, use roadside ditches and
culverts to drain roads onto undisturbed ground.

(7) Dips, waterbars, and cross-drainage would be provided
on all temporary roads.

(6) Drainage diversions would be placed above Stream
crossings so that water may be filtered through vegetative
buffers before entering the stream.

(9) Drainage would be provided where groundwater
causes slope instability.

c. Road Construction. Road construction represents a
principal source of sedimentation. Limit excavation to the
practical, essential amount needed to meet the necessary
road standards.

Plan for stabilization of soil exposed and for rehabilitation
of other environmental damage during Construction.

5. Harvest Techniques. Sale layout planning will
include planning for use of harvest systems that minimize
damage to the site and to reserve trees and provide
maximum protection from fire, insects, disease, wind,
rodents and other hazards.

a. Felling. Directional felling systems would be used where
needed to minimize site damage: to protect streams,
buffer strips, rfparian areas, cultural sites, or resewed
timber (including wildlife trees); orte increase timber
utilization,

b. Logging Systems. Logging systems that least disturb
the soil manteland streamside buffer strips are preferred to
those methods that contribute to soil movement.

c. Landings. Landings will be of minimum size
commensurate with safety and equipment requirements
and located on stable areas so as to minimize the risk of
material entering adjacent streams and waters. Landings
should be located on firm ground above the high-water
level of any stream. Landing locations on unstable areas,
on steep side hill areas or areas which require excessive
excavation should be avoided.

6. Soil Protection. Presewing the upper soil strata for
the subsequent growing of future forest crops depends in
large part on the care, planning, and professional
judgement exercised in sale layout. No more than 12
percent of the atea would be allowed to become
compacted.

a. Protection of Watershed. Each sale will be planned to
reduce to a minimum the amount of soil erosion resulting
from road construction, togging, or slash disposal
wmmensurate with practical logging procedures and
reasonable costs.

b. Revegetation. Prompt planning will be undertaken for
revegetation of roadway cut and fill slopes and other areas
where soil has been seriously disturbed and constitutes
an erosion and sedimentation hazard. Revegetation and
erosion prevention measures may include mulching,
seeding to grass or legumes, forbs, planting of rapid-
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growth species of plants, seeding or planting Of trees,
hydromulching and other appropriate soil stabilization
practices.

7. Protection of streams, wetlands-rlparian

areas, and other waters. When planning operations
along streams, lakes, bogs, swamps, marshes, wet
meadows, springs, seeps or other sourceswhere the
continuous presence of water is indicated, protect soil and
vegetation from disturbances that could cause adverse
effects on water quality and water quantity, wildlife and
aquatic habitat, Special consideration will be given around
sources that supplydomesticwater. Use streamside
buffer strips along perennial and intermittent streams to
reduce the quantity of sediment and logging wastes that
might reach the stream, to help prevent stream water
temperature increases, and to protect aquatic life, riparian
zones and natural streamside beauty. Review decisions
concerning management of riparian areas and wetlands
made during the planning process regarding management
objectives, vegetative composition, planned management
actions, etc. If guidelines for marking buffer strips are not
listed in the planning documents, the following guidelines
should be observed:

a. Leave all hardwood trees critical to stream protection
and shrubs, grasses, rocks and natural “down” timber that
afford shade over a perennial stream or maintain stream
bank protection. Where insufficient nonmerchantable tree
species exist to provide up to a minimum 75% of original
shade over the stream, a fringe of undisturbed
merchantable trees may be required. These trees are also
the future source of large woody debris for the stream and
riparian areas.

b. All natural-occurring, large woody debris and tree boles
should be left in the stream to provide habitat structure,
unless blocking migrations of fish or recommended for
removal by a hydrologist or biologist.

c. Neither an optimum nor a minimum width can be
arbitrarily established for buffer strips. The necessary
width varies with steepness of the terrain, the nature of
the undercover, the kind of soil, the size of the stream, the
width of the riparian area, and the amount of timberthat is
to be removed.

d. Foreffectivefiltering of sediment, buffer strips should
be wide enough to entrapthe material that erodes from
upslope road construction or from adjacent logging areas.
Under some conditions, and with careful control in
adjacent logging areas, a relatively narrow buffer strip may
suffice. But where excessive soil movement may occur,
the buffer strip may have to be much wider and other
precautions will have to be taken to eliminate adverse
effects on stream water quality.

e. A modification of the buffer strip plan may involve
removal of some merchantable trees from buffer strips as

64

decided by an interdisciplinary team during sale planning.
Buffer strips may be protected by leaving stumps high
enough to prevent upsiope trees from rolling or sliding
through the strips into the streams: by parallel felling; or by
tree pulling or jacking.

f. Where timber should be removed because it would be
subject to excessive windthrow and where it is difficult to
leave an adequate buffer of timber to shade and protect
the stream, plan to reestablish cove-r along the stream after
cutting is completed. Fast growing deciduous speciesor
other suitable vegetation may be required to restore

shade as quickly as possible. Leave understory

vegetation as undisturbed as possible to filter runoff and
help stabilize the soil.

g. Intermittent streams in some areas may, during the wet
season, produce enough flow to provide spawning areas
for trout or anadromous fish and to carry silt loads to
perennial streams. Intermittent streams with this potential
will receive consideration with perennial streams for use of
buffer strips.

8. Wildlife Conslderatlons. Special care will be taken
during sale layout planning to protect or preserve
important wildlife and aquatic habitat. Identified crucial
habitats may include big game winter ranges, migration
routes, calving ground, strutting ground, nesting areas,
and riparian zones. Maintain a minimum of 10% of the
commercial forest acreages in old growth stage well
distributed on a sustained yield basis. However, certain
habitat considerations must be a part of every sale layout
plan.

a. Legislated Action. Positive action will be taken to
preserve sensitive threatened or endangered species
and their habitat, in accordance with the mandates of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, the Bald Eagle
Protection Act of 1940, Sikes Act of 1960, and existing
Bureau policy.

b. Wildlife Tree (Snag) Management. Evenly distributed
management will be provided for cavity dwellers on
managed forest lands without creating logging safety
hazards and without violating the decisions on which the
allowable cut plan is based. Maximum use should be made
of existing withdrawals to manage snags. These areas can
be managed to contribute to the snag requirement while
recently cut units may contain few or no snags. To meet
the snag policy, wildlife trees/snags will be retained, as
feasible, on each acre of managed forest land. Snag
management in areas that are devoid of snags, or have
limited existing snags, may require that an adequate
number of green trees or culls be left per acre to maintain a
60-70% viable population level of cavity dependent
wildlife.

Specific wildlife tree/snag diameters (DBH) to be retained
will be based on wildlife species requirements. When shag



management is not directed at specific species habitat
requirements, then wildlife tree/snag diameter selection
should be divided approximately equally between snags
25 inch DBH and larger, ranging to 50 feet in height, and
snags 10-25 inches DBH over 6feet in height. Depending
on the forest type, 108-1 58 trees per 100 acres of various
size classes from 1 O-20 inch DBH would be left standing.
In all cases leave all the soft snags and the largest available
hard snags when a choice exists. In selecting wildlife
trees, give special attention to shags and culls exhibiting
heart rot, broken tops, external fungal conks, dead branch
stubs, and signs of existing wildlife use.

¢. Down Log Management. Provide at least 5 to 10 down
logs per acre on lands in the intensive forest base. Each
log should have a minimumdimensionof 12"-17"x20".
Meeting this goal should not be difficult under normal
circumstances because clearcut units usually contain
more material meeting the size requirements.

d. Opening (Forages)/Cover Ratio. Evaluate the opening
(forage) and cover ratio in a proposed timber sale area
when the sale involves big game habltat. Consult a wildlife
biologist to determine how to obtain maximum benefits of
timber harvest on the maintenance of optimum
forage/cover ratios on deer and elk summer and winter
ranges.

On land currently unsuited for the production of wood
fibre. such as lakes, bogs, springs, swamps, wet
meadows, or grasslands, strive to maintain thermal, hiding
and survival coverfor wildlife species.

Clearcutting operations will be planned so that adequate
wildlife escape cover is available within one-eighth mile.

e. Access. The effect of accessibility and human
disturbance on wildlife will be considered in road location
and design. Closure of unneeded roads would take place
upon wmpletionof logging and, if necessary, seasonal
closures of operations would take place during critical
wildlife periods. The cumulative effects of the road
transportation network will be considered on key areas
that are crucial for big game winter survival and
fawning/calving habitat.

9. Cultural Resources. Special consideration must be
given during sale layout to protection and preservation of
cultural resources as required by the Antiquities Act of
1906 and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

10. Wilizatlon, Slash Disposal and Site
Preparation. Consideration of the following will be
included in the sale planning efforts:

a. Utilization. Complete utilization is encouraged of all
harvested trees, including marginal and non-commercial
species. Each forest products sale will provide opportunity
for maximum use of all timberorother vegetative

resources sold and to prevent destruction of unused
materials provided that such utilization is consistent with
wildlife requirements.

b. Slash Disposal and Site Preparation. To achieve fire
hazard reduction, and to provide for reforestation and
other intensive forest management opportunities, full
consideration must be given at time of sale planning to the
desirability and method of slash disposal and site
preparation. Factors to be considered include but are not
limited to utilization of material, removalof debris, smoke
management, fire protection, watershed protection, soil
compaction, nutrient loss, wildlife habitat requirements,
animal damage, and reforestation requirements.

11. Reforestation. Each sale plan must include plans
for prompt reforestation of the sale area after completion
of the timber harvest operation by natural or artificial
means.

12. Other Vegetative Resources. Preparation for
sales of other vegetation resources or for small sales of
minor forest products, may be somewhat less detailed
than preparation for a regulartimber sale. As a minimum,
wnsiderthefollowing:

a. Opportunity for sale and potential competitive interest,
b. Land use plans and multiple-use relationships in the
area, including MFP recommendations anddecisions.
c. EAfor proposed action.

d. Access to area.

e. Lard status.

f. Property lines.

g. Effect of sale on otherforest products.

h. Protection of reserved resources.

i. Site protection.

j- Emsioncontrol.

k. Preservation of water quality.

ll. Sale Layout

1. Plan. Prepare a layout plan after on-the-ground
inspections of the sale area. Incorporate all applicable
considerations listed in Section |, above, in the layout
plan. The planned sate layout should be depicted on aerial
photos and maps of the area, as best suited to the
situation, with accompanying narrative.

2. Logging System. The layout plan must reflect
selection of the optimum logging systems, taking into
consideration the topography, size of cutting area, road
locations, silvicultural prescriptions forthe sale area, size
of timber, locationof protection areas anddamageable
sites, other multiple-use factors and harvest plans for
removal of timberfrom adjacent resewed areas.

3. Road and Boundary Locations. On aerial photos
or maps, showthefollowing:
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a. Location and boundary of clear-cut areas, partial cuts
areas, special cutting areas and special yarding areas.

b. Location of reserve areas or resewed trees.
c. Location of property boundaries.

d. Location of mainline roads, logging spur reads and
landing areas.

4. Supervislon. Sale layout, in accordance with the
layout plan, will be done byorunderthe supewisionof a
professional forester and in wnsultation with other
disciplinary expertise. The marking and designation of
cutting areas is a complex assignment, requiring the best
effort of experienced forestry personnel. Most sale layout
involves completion of plans and consideration for the
following items:

a. Location and identification of corners, comer
monuments and property lines.

b. Mainline roads, spur roads, landings and mad
improvement work located, surveyed, or designed and
staked and locations referenced.

c. Rights-of-way boundary involving new road
construction blazed or painted and posted through timber
areas.

Fire Management

1. Fuel mapping will be based on northern forest fire lab
fuels models.

2. All planned/prescribed bums will have specific,
measurable objectives. objective monitoring will be the
responsibility of the benefitting activity.

3. Pre-treatment and post-treatment monitoring of the five
major soil nutrients (N,P,K,Ca,Mg) will occur on all
planned/prescribed bums. Post-treatment monitoring will
occur after the second and fifth growing season.

4. Planned/prescribed burns will not be conducted when
soil moisture is below 60 percent.

5. Fire management activities will be conducted so that
surface disturbance is minimized. Tractor fire trails will not
be allowed in the planning area unless approved by the
Area Manager.

6. Cultural resource protection will be the first priority of
the area fire management program.

7. High value resource areas, developed areas, and areas

where fire might pose a life threatening situation will be
protected through intensity of attack.
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8. All bum areas will receive at least two (2) growing
seasons of post-fire rest from livestock grazing. If resource
objectives have still not been met, then additional rest will
be prescribed.

9. Planned/prescribed bum areas could receive a
minimum of two (2) growing seasons pre-fire rest from
livestock grazing to build fuels so that resource objectives
can be met.

10. All unplanned ignitions will have post-burn review and
evaluations in orderto define appropriate multi-resource
rehabilitation.

Recreation Sites

1. Project work undertaken within recreation sites would
be designed and constructed to fit general layout and
themes of site.

2. Project work undertaken near recreation sites would be
designed and constructed with an adequate buffer to
provide for protection of scenic values of recreation site
will be established.

Visual Resource Management
(VRM)

1. Class | - Primarily for WSAs, RNAs, ACECs, ONAs, and
Wild&Scenic Rivers.

No projects will be allowed within these areas.
2. Class Il - Primarily for areas of hiih scenicquality.

Any project work within a Class Il area cannot be visible to a
casual visitor from any travel route.

3. Class Il - Primarily for areas considered important from
an aestheticview point. Not necessarily outstanding
scenery.

Project work can be seen within a Class Ill area from travel
routes. However, projects cannot be a focal point on the
landscape.

4. Class IV - Primarilyforgeneral scenic landscapes
throughout much of BLM.

Project work within a Class IV area can be a focal point on
the landscape to the casual visitor.

5. Class V - Primarily for sites requiring reclamation
(landfills, timbercuts, mining operations, etc.).

Project work within these areas is virtually unrestricted.



Cultural Resources

Management of cultural resources emphasizes protection
and preservation. To meet these objectives, the
Department of Interior has issued instructions setting forth
preservation and protectionguidelines. In accordance
with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. as
amended, Executive Order 11593 and BLM policy,
appropriate measures (such as inventory and existing data
review) would be taken to identify, protect, presewe and
determine the significance of cultural properties prior to
implementation of any project or plan. Prior to any activity
plan or project that may adversely affect these properties,
the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
will be consulted to determine effects upon the cultural
resource. For any site within the project area determined
eligibleforthe National Registerof Historic Places, and
determined to be adversely effected by the activity plan or
project, mitigation measures woulkd be undertaken.
Appropriate mitigating measures and evaluation of effect
on properties are determined in wnsultation with the
State Historic Presewation Officer and National Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation. Usually, project or plan re-
design (location or method) will be employed where
practical. Mitigation measures may include, but are not
limited to, the following: 1) adjusting project boundaries to
avoid impacting sites; 2) intensive documentation of the
cultural resource before proceeding with project
implementation: 3) adopting methods ortechniques that
would minimize direct and indirect disturbance to the site
and its environmental setting; 4) removing and relocating
historic cultural properties to another location after
documentation and development of a management plan
to maintain the values of the property: or 5) excavating the
archaeological properties with the goal of preserving the
values of the properties.

The inventory or mitigation will be directed by cultural
resource specialistsor through contracts with individuals
or institutions meeting professional standards.
Management plans will be developed for all National
Register properties and others determined to need
comprehensive  management.

Special stipulations in wntracts and leases, and
acknowledgement of mining notices will be included to
protect undiscovered or subsurface cultural resources
not identified during inventory. In all cases, cultural
resources discovered during an operation or activity on
BLM land will be left intact and operations in the area
suspended. Operations will not be resumed until written
permission is received from the authorizedofficer. Cultural
resources will be evaluated and protected in accordance
with procedures under36 CFR 600 and legislated
requirements, including consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer in the determinations of
eligibility and effects.

Special stipulations on fuelwood (firewood cutting)
permits: Standing dead trees within 100" of any historic

building or structural remains (for example cabins, barns,
outbuildings, historic mining structures) must be felled
away from the structure or remains.

See also Timber Harvest (item 9), Fire Management (item
6), Locatable Mineral Development (Item A2e, citing the
43 CFR 3609 regulations).

Wildlife

No action will be taken by the BLM that could jeopardize
the continued existence of any federally listed threatened
or endangered plant or animal species. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service will beconsulted regarding actions that
affect habitat of these species. State sensitive species will
be managed as though they were officially listed pursuant
to the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

Consultation with the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife will be accomplished on major construction, and/or
surface disturbing activities in high value wildlife areas.

Vegetation manipulation and revegetation projects in
crucial wildlife areas would be done in irregular shape and
to create a vegetation mosaic.

All areas where major vegetation manipulation or
conversion occurs will be totally rested from livestock
grazing for at least two growing seasons following
treatment.

Wildlife escape devices will be installed and maintained in
watertroughs.

BLM will not do any action that would reduce minimum flow
below instream flow recommended by ODFW on Class |
fishable streams.

In crucial wildlife habitats major construction and
maintenance work will be scheduled to avoid or minimize
disturbance to wildlife. Areas disturbed during project
construction will be reseeded with a mixture of grasses,
forbs and shrubs to meet site specific needs or habitat
requirements. All new fences will be built to standard
Bureau wildlife specifications.
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Appendix B Water Quality Measurements

Total Total Dissolved Suspended
Temperatureof Spec Alkalinity Hardness Oxygen  Sediment
Stream Date Time Al water CFS  Turbidity Cond.  MgLasCaC03 MglasCaC3 P h Mgl MgiL
BumRiver 1214/81 13 297 7.95 5
(below Unity J16/82 pal 66 43 7
Dam) 420/82 U 64 28
6/8/82 12 185 69 67 10
7114182 10 182 74 72 7.90 6
8/17/82 7 204 85 83 7.90 3
9/22/82 9 230 89 92 7.90 7
BurntRiver 12114181 7 510 8.20 9
(19.5 miles 31682 26 95 88 24
belowDam) 4120182 24 89 24
6/8/82 14 31 124 118 18
7114182 15 168 126 120 7.90 39
8117182 14 298 120 115 7.90 40
9122182 60 371 150 142 8.00 144
BurntRiver 1214/81 9 508 8.20 18
(below Clarks 3/16/82 30 103 96 24
Creek) 4/20/82 24 95 22
6/8/82 12 336 139 130 18
TH4/82 15 338 138 132 8.00 41
8/17/82 10 365 158 153 8.00 34
9/22/82 9 390 162 156 8.20 38
Burnt River 12114181 6 500 8.50 8
(5 miupstream 316/82 32 103 99 28
from French 4/20/82 28 9 34
Gulch) 6/8/82 1 338 140 134 27
7114182 16 345 138 134 8.20 46
BA7/82 10 382 159 154 8.30 33
9122182 10 395 164 159 8.40 38
BurniRiver 1214/81 4 503 8.40 6
(belowClarks 3ne/s2 38 104 101 56
Creek) 4/20/82 32 9 18
6/8/82 12 342 141 135 32
7114182 16 345 139 134 8.20 47
81782 10 319 161 157 8.50 39
9/20/82 61 28 150 8.40 1
9/22/82 12 395 166 160 8.60 38
Big Creek 9/3/82 70 10 50 8.30 12
Balm Cresk 9113182 45 16 25 8.20 14
Lawrance Creekd114182 50 5 50 5.50 4
Dixia Cr#1 9/14/82 54 18 200 6.20 12
Dixie Cr #3 10/7/82 46 12 100 6.60 13
Upper Cable Cr  7H5/86 1050 68 61 7.5 3 15 7.60 10
Lower Cable Cr  7/15/86 1320 73 60 7.5 1 13 6.90 9
UpperElk Cr 7116/86 1440 70 59 5 5 147 7.00 11.6
Lowar Elk Cr 7116186 1510 il 58 5 6 143 6.90 13
Hibbard Craek  7/17/86 910 74 51 3 17 205 6.90
Fox Creek 7117/86 1110 78 59 3 3 66 6.70 13
Morgan Creek 7117186 1305 84 89 3 5 479 6.50 9
Connor Creek 7117186 1510 88 89 2.4 5 312 6.90 10
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Appendix C Revised Table 11 Threatened, Endangered
or Sensitive Species

Scientific Name Common Name State Status ' Federal Status 2
Animals

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle 2 1

Buteo swainsoni Swainson’'s Hawk 3 2

Buteo regalis Ferruginous Hawk 2
Centrocercus urophasianus Western Sage grouse 2
‘Tympanuchus phasianellus columbianus Columbian Sharp-tailed grouse 2 -
Numenius americanus Long-billed curlew 2
Plecotus townsendi townsendi Townsend’s western big eared bat l 2

“Recently extirpated in Oregon

Plants

Allium madidum (D) Swamp onion 3 -
Allium robinsonii (S) Robinson’s onion 2 3c
Allium tolmiei var. platyphyllum (D) Flat-leaved Tolmie’s onion 3 -
Arenaria franklinii var. thompsonii (S) Thompson’'s  sandwort | 2
Astragalus atratus var. owyheense (D) Owyhee milkvetch 2 -
Astragalus diaphanus (D) Transparent Milk-vetch 1 2
Astragalus kentrophyta var. douglasii (S) Douglas Milk-vetch 1 2
Astragalus reventus var. reventus (D) Blue Mountain milkvetch 3

Betula papyrifer var. commutata (D) Paper birch 2

Bolandra oregana (D) Oregon bolandra 3

Bupleurum americanurn (D) Bupleurum 2

Collomia macrocalyx (S) Bristle-flowered collomia 3 2
Erigeron englemannii (S) Engelmann’s daisy 2

Geum rossii var. tufbinatum (D) Slender-stemmed avens 2

Haplopappus radiatus (D) Snake River goldenweed l 2
Heuchera grossularifolia var.

grossularifolia (D) Gooseberry-leaved alumroot 3

Leptodactylon hazelae (D) Hazel's prickly-phlox l

Lomatium greenmanii (S) Greenman’s lomatium | !
Lomatium oreganum (D) Oregon lomatium 1 2
Lomatium rollinsii (D) Rollin's lomatium 1 2
Mimulus clivicola (D) Bank monkey flower 1

Mimulus washingtonensis (S) Washington monkey flower 1

Mirabilis macfarlenei (S) Macfarlane’s four o'clock | LE
Pleuropogon oregonus (S) Oregon semaphore grass l 2
Ribes irriguum (D) Idaho gooseberry 3

Rorippa calumbiae (S) Columbia cress 1 2
Rubus bartonius (D) Bartonberry 3

Salix bebbiana (D) Bebb's willow 2

Silene scaposa var. scaposa (S) Scapose catchfly | 2
Silene spaldingii (S) Spalding’s campion ! 2
Thelypodium eucosmum (S) Arrow-leaf Thelypody | 2
Thelypodium howellii ssp. spectabilis (S) Howell's spectacular thelypody 1 l

(D} = Documented  (5) = Suspected

1From "Rare, Threatened, & Endangered Plants & Animats of Oregon, Oregon Natursl Heritage Data Base, March 1985
1. Endangeted or threatened throughout range
2 Endangered or threatened in Cregon
3. Limited in abundance but currently stable
2From Federal Register Sep. 18 & 27, 1985
Category LE, Listed, Endangered
. Proposed for Nating
2 Candidate for listing; 2~. Candidate for listing, possibly extinct
3c. More widespresd than originsily thought

L
69



Appendix D Revised Table 36 Impacts to Air Quality
from Average Annual Slash Burning and Prescribed
Burning in the Planning Area

1976 Baseline No Action Commodity Production  Natural Environmental Protection Preferred
Acres Tons[Fuel  Acres Tons/Fuel Acres Tons/Fuel Acres Tons/Fuel Acres Tons/Fuel
Slash Burning 197 5,812 186 2,139’ 193 2,220° 153 1,760’ 177 2,036 "
(115 tons/acre)
Prescribed Burning 10 35 200 700 100 350 800 2,800 500 1,750
(35 tons/acre)
Total Tons of Fuel 5,847 2,839 2,570 4,560 3,786

‘The baseline year fuel load was calculated using 29.5 tons/acre which was based on calculations made by the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest.
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Appendix E Proposed Mineral Withdrawals for Special
Management Areas

Keating Riparian RNA/ACEC - Oregon Trail - Total Acres:
Total Acres: 185 200.29

Balm Creek - Acres 75 Echo Meadows - Acres 55

T.3N, R 28 E, WM
Sec. 22: NE1/4 NE1/4 SW1/4;

T.7S., R. 43 E.. WM
Sec.31:81/2 SE1/4 NE1/4 SE1/4;

W1/2NE1/4 SE1/4 SE1/4; N1/2NW1/4 NE1/4 SW1/4;
E1/2NW1/4 SE1/4 SE1/4; SW1/4 NE1/4 NE1/4 SE1/4,
SW1/4 SE114SE1/4 S1/2NW1/4 NE1/4 SE1/4;
N1/2 S1/2 NE1/4 SE1/4;
T.8S., R 43E, WM N1/2 NW1/4 SE1/4;
Sec. 6:E1/2 NE114 NW114 NE1/4; NE114 SE114NW1/4 SE1/4
SE1/4 NW1/4 NE1/4;
W1/2 NE1/4 SW1/4 NE1/4;
E1/2 NW1/4 SW1/4 NE1/4; Straw Ranch - Acres 40
SW1/4 SW1/4 NE1/4
NW114 NW114 NW114 SE1/4; T.10S.,R.42E, WM
E1/2NE1/4 NE1/4 SW1/4; Sec. 28: SW1/4 NW114 SW114 NWIl4;
SW1/4 NE1/4 NE1/4 SW1/4; SW1/4 SW1/4 NW1/4;
N1/2 SE1/4 NE1/4 SW1/4 SW1/4 SE1/4 SW1/4 NW1/4;
SW1/4 NW1/4 NE1/4 SW1/4;
- W1/2SW114NE1/4 SW1/4;
Sawmill Creek - Acres 80 NE1/4 NW1/4 SW1/2.
NE1/4 NW1/4 NW1/4 SW1/4;
T.8S., R 43E, WM E1/2SE1/4NW114 SW1/4

Sec. 1: §1/2SW1/4 NE1/4 SW1/4;

SWI114NE1/4NW1145W1/4; ;
NW174 NW1/4 SW1/d. Flagstaff Hill - Acres 105.29
NE1/4 SW1/4 NW1/4 SW1/4;
SE1/4 NW1/4 SW1/4; T.9S,R. 41 E., WM
SW114SW1/4SE1/4; Sec. 6: Lot3;
SW1/4 SE114 SW114 SE114 NW114 NE114 SE114 NW1/4;
NE1/4 NE1/4 SE1/4 NW1/4:
Sec.12: SW1/4NW1/4 NE1/4A NE1/4; SE1/4 NE1/4 SE1/4 NW1/4;
NW1/4 SW1/4 NE1/4 NE1/4: SW1/4 NW1/4 SW1/4NE1/4;
SI12 SW114 NE114 NE1/4; NW1/4 SW1/4 SW1/4 NE1/4;
N1/2 NE1/4 NW1/4 NE1/4; NE114 SW1/4 SW1/ANE1/4;
SE1/4 NE1/4 NW1/4 NE1/4: SE1/4 SW1/4 SW1/4 NE1/4;
S1/2NE1/4 SE1/4 NE1/4; SW1/4 SE1/4 SW1/4 NE1/4;
E1/2 NW1/4 SE1/4 NE1/4; NW1/4 NE1/4 NW1/4 SE1/4;
SE1/4 SE1/4 NE1/4 NE1/4 NE1/4 NW1/4 SE1/4:
SE1/4NE1/4NW114 SE1/4;
Clover Creek - Acres 30 ém}j ,':',\.’;Vf,fSNEEf,fSEm'
NW114 SE1/4 NE114 SE1/4;
T.7S. R.42E, WM N1/2 NE1/4 SE1/4 SE1/4

Sec. 25: NE1/4 NW1/4 NW1/4;

E1/2 SW114 NW114 NW1/4; Sec. 5:NW1/4 SW1/4 SW1/4;

WI12 SE1/4 NW114 NW1/4; S1/2NE1/4 SW1/4 SW1/4,
N1/2 NW1/4 SW1/4 NW1/4; SE1/4 SE1/4 SW1/4 SW1/4
SW1/4 NW1/4 SW1/4 NW1/4;

NW1/4 SW1/4 SW1/4 NW1/4



Appendix F Land Tenure Adjustment Criteria

The land tenure adjustment criteria are identified to assist
in categorizing the public lands for retention or disposal.
Criteria are also provided to facilitate the selection of lands
to be received in exchanges or other types of acquisition.
The criteria range from specific to general and are
designed to provide direction for resource area wide
consistency while allowing the manager flexibility in
identifying circumstances which dictate the category in
which lands can be placed.

These criteria involve a mixture of diverse resource
program thrusts that will allow the Baker Resource Area of
the Vale District to focus attention in the retention zone,
where maximum fiscal operational efficiencies and public
benefits can be accomplished. These program thrusts are
summarized and outlined as follows:

» Retain and manage the BLM administered public lands in
the retentibn zone and lands. Exchanges of land in the
retention Zone may be made to acquire other retention
zone lands which would enhance resource management
programs or improve public service.

« Continue the existing land exchange program, with the
goal of consolidating the BLM administered
landownership within the retention zone.

» Continue entering into any practical cooperative
management agreements with other federal and state
governmental agencies. The goal here is to manage the
scattered and isolated parcels situated outside
designated management areas in the most efficient
manner.

« Continue to subject public land parcels in the disposal
zones to exchange following site-specific environmental
analysis of each parcel.

+ Continue cooperating with other federal, state, and local
governmental agencies, as well as appropriate private
organizations, in development of needed recreation and
other public purpose projects.

In addition to this policy, additional criteria that will be used
in categorizing this public land for either retention or
disposal, or requiring further study, as well as identifying
acquisition opportunities and priorities, are summarbed
below. This list is not considered all-inclusive, but it
represents the major factors that will be evaluated. The
criteria that will be used include the following:

-public resource values that will benefit and enhance the
range management, wildlife habitat, watershed,
recreation, forestry, mineral, cultural resource,
endangered, threatened, or sensitive plant and animal,
and wilderness programs;
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» access to public lands should be enhanced by the BLM
acquiring key tracts or easements that would assure the
public legal access to blocks of public lands. Improved
access will generally increase recreational use in areas
where a intermingled ownership pattern now restricts
public use;

« amount of public monetary investments in facilities or
improvements on the public land and the potential for
recovering those investments;

« difficulty or costs in time and money in the effective
managerial administration of the lands;

» suitability or desirability of the land for management by
anothergovemmental agency;

-significance of any subsequent land use decisions in
stabilizing, enhancing, or hindering existing or potential
businesses, social and economic conditions, and/or life-
styles;

- needforfuture mineral development;

» encumbrances to the land, including, but not limited o,
Recreation and Public Purposes and small tract leases and
other leases and permits, rights-of-way, and withdrawals;

. consistency of the decision with cooperative
agreements and plans or policies of other agencies.

« suitability and need for change in landownership or use
for purposes including, but not limited to, community
expansion or economic development, such as residential,
commercial, industrial, oragricultural (other than grazing)
development; and

» state and local governmental requests and
recommendations for retention or disposal of BLM
administered public land.

Lands that fail to clearly meet either the retention or
disposal criteria, will. Lands in this category will include:

» lands where disposttion would pose questions as to
consistency with other Federal, state, local government or
tribal land use plans.

» lands underwithdrawal review.

. lands where less than full fee conveyance would reserve
specifically identified significant publicvalues to protect
public interests.

« lands where management is not cost-effective, but not
clearly negative, and multiple use values are marginal.



* lands where cooperative management best serves the
public interest.

« lands with potential for future public use based on
developing needs.

« lands with potential for transfer under the Good Neighbor
program.

» lands in areas of public access deficiencies.

Generally public land within the retention zone (see maps
1and 7 of the Draft RMP/EIS) will remain in public
ownership and continue to be administered by the Bureau
of Land Management. Transfers to other agencies will
continue to be considered where additional public
benefits will be derived or where improved management
efficiency will result. Any site-specific adjustment
decisions will be based on the application of the criteria
stated above, and each situation will be evaluated on its
own merits.

Public land to be sold must meet at least one of the criteria
cite in Section 203 (a) of the Federal Land Policy and
Management AU: (1) such tract because of its location or
other characteristics is difficult and uneconomic to manage
as pad of the public lands, and is not suitable for
management by another Federal department or agency;
or (2) such tract was acquired for a specific purpose and
the tract is no longer required forthat or any other Federal
purpose; or (3) disposal of such tract will serve important
public objectives, including but not limited to, expansion
of communities and economic development, which
cannot be achieved prudently or feasibly on land other
than public land and which outweigh other public
objectives and values, including, but not limited to,
recreation and scenic values, which would serve by
maintaining such tract in Federal ownership.

Public land will only be sold when the following criteria are
met: (1) it is required by national policy; (2) it will achieve
disposal objectives on a timely basis and where disposal
through exchange would cause unacceptable delays; (3)
it is determined that disposal through exchange is not
feasible; or (4) it is required to facilitate title clearance.

The preferred method of selling public land would be by
competitive sealed bidding by qualifying purchasers.
However, modified cormpetitive bidding or direct sale
procedures may be used when necessary to avoid
jeopardizing an existing use on adjacent land or to avoid
dislocation of existing public land users. No land will be
sold for a monetary amount less than fair market value, as
determined by appraisal.

Public lands to be exchanged must meetthecriieria
established by Sections 102,205, and 206 of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act. The following land
exchange criteria are designed to provide consistent
direction, while allowing the line managerflexibility to meet

local, state and national needs. All proposals will be
evaluated to determine i the selected lands will:

-facilitate access to areas retained for long term public
use.

* enhance Congressionally designated areas, rivers or
trails.

» be primarily in the “retention” areas. Acquisition in
“Further Study" areas or “disposal” areas will only be
considered if the action leads to and/or facilitates long
term needs or program objectives.

-facilitate national, state and local BLM priorities or mission
statement needs.

« stabilizeor enhance local economicsorvalues

= meet tong term public land management goals as
opposed to short term.

= be of sufficient size to improve use of adjoining lands, or
if isolated, large enough in scale to allow the identified
potential public land use.

» allow more diverse use, more intensive use, or a change
in uses to better fulfill the Bureau’s mission.

* maintain or enhance important and recognized public
landvalues. Especially noteworthy are identified,
designated, special or high interest value areas.

» enhance the opportunity for new or emerging public land
uses or values.

« contribute to a wide spectrum of uses or large number of
public Jand users.

-facilitate management practices, uses, scale of
operations or degrees of management intensity that are
viable under economic program efficiency standards.

» secure the public significant water related land interests.
These interests will include lake shore, riverfront, stream,
pond or spring sites.

The following major land transfer actions are listed in their
order of preference:

1. State Lieu and State Grant selections,
2. State Exchanges,

3. Private Exchanges,

4. Recreation and Public Purpose patents,

5. BLM/US Forest Service jurisdictional transfers (These
are jurisdictional transfers usually involving limited
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acreages,; it does not referto the proposed BLM/Forest
Service interchange that is presently under
consideration.),

6. Withdrawals for other federal agencies,

7. Public sales,

8. Indian allotments, or

9. Desert land entries.

Table F1 - Potential Land Disposal

Tracts
Description Acreage
UmatillaCounty (2783acres)
T.3N.,,R.27E.
Sec. 2: SE1/4SE1/4 40.00
12: S1/2SE1/4 80.00
24: SW1/4 160.00
T.2N.,R.8E.
Sec. 10: NW1/45W1/4 40.00
28: E1/2E1/2 160.00
T.4N., R. 28 E.
Sec. 14: Aportionof S1/2SE1/4SW1/4 1.47
T.5N.,R.28 E.
Sec.26: W1/2NW1/45W1/4, SW1/48W1/4,
N1/4SE1/4SW1/4 80.00
28: E1/2E1/2 160.00
32: W1/2NE1/4 80.00
34: S1/25W1/4NW1/4 20.00
T.5N.,R.28E.
Sec.22: SW1/ANW1/4 40.00
34: NE1/4ANE1/4 40.00
T.5N.,,R.30E
Sec. 4: SE1/4NE1/4 40.00
10: 81/2 320.00
11: E1/2W1/2 160.00
13: SE114 160.00
T.5N.,,R.31E.
Sec. 2: Lot 3 34.50
8: SW1/4SE1/4 40.00
T.6N.,,R.31E.
Sec. 17: Lot3 37.05
T.6N.,R.32E.
Sec. 15: Lot 4 40.09
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T.3N.,,R.36 E.
Sec. 14: E1/25W1/4, NW1/4SE1/4 120.00
23: NE1/4NW1/4 40.00
T.4N.R. 37 E.
Sec. 4: Lot4 48.22
T.18,R.30E.
Sec. 8: SW1/4NE1/4 40.00
T.38.,R.30E.
Sec. 24: SW1/4SE1/4 40.00
T.4S.,R.30E.
Sec. 9: SW1/4SE1/4 40.00
T.85.,R30E.
Sec. 33: SW1/4ANE1/4 40.00
T.3S.,R.301/2E.
Sec. 25: Lot 3 22.52
36: Lots 1,2,3, & 4 91.74
T.2S.,R.31E.
Sec. 12: NE1/4ANE1/4 40.00
T.3S.,R.31E.
Sec. 17: $1/25W1/4 80.00
T.4S.,R.31E.
Sec. 28: SW1/4SE1/4 40.00
28: W1/2NE1/4 80.00
T.55.,R.31E.
Sec. 6: SE1/4NE1/4 40.00
T.65,R.31E..
Sec. 29: SE1/4SW1/4 40.00
T.2S.,,R.33E.
Sec. 4: Lot 2 3.05
5:Lots 10,11 & 13 33.46
9: Lots5&8 31.61
11: Lot3 2.08
13: Lot 6 11.63
19: Lots 4 & 16 74.27
T.5S.,R.33E.
Sec. 19: SEt/4NW1/4 40.00
30: SE1/4ANW1/4 40.00
T.2S.,R. 34 E.
Sec. 13: Lot 5 5.07



Description Acreage Description Acreage
Asotin County (591 acres) T.2N., R.47E.
Sec. 13: NE1/4NE1/4 40.00
T.6N,R 44E 31:Lots8,11&18 1.60
Sec. 10: SE1/4NE1/4, NE1/4SE1/4 80.00
11:NW1/45W1/4 40.00 T.6N.,,R. 47 E.
15: Lots1 & 4 70.78 Sec. 32: SW1/4ANW1/4 40.00
33: NE1/4NW1/4 40.00
T.7N.,,R.44E.
Sec. 12: W1/2NW1/4, NW1/45W1/4 120.00 T.1S.R.45E.
Sec. 24: SW1/4SE1/4 40.00
T.7N., R. 45 E.
Sec. 28: SW1/4NE1/4 40.00 T.1S..R.46E.
Sec. 1: Lots3&6 90.50
T.7N., R 46 E. 20: SE1/4SE1/4 40.00
Sec. 2: NW1/4SE1/4 40.00 23: SE1/4SW1/4 40.00
11:SW1/4ANE1/4 40.00 28: SE1/4SW1/4 40.00
15: SE1/45W1/4 40.00
18: NW1/ASE1/4 40.00 T.25.R. 46 E.
19: SE1/4SE1/4 40.00 Sec. 10: NW1/4SE1/4 40.00
22: NE1/4ANW1/4 40.00 23: NE1/4SE1/4 40.00
24: SE1/4NE1/4 40.00
Wallowa County (1244 acres)
T.15.,R. 47 E.
T.4N,R. 43 E Sec. 32: NE1/4SE1/4 40.00
Sec. 4: NW1/4SE1/4 40.00 33: NE1/4NE1/4 40.00
10: SE1/4NE1/4 40.00
11: SE1/45E1/4 40.00 T.2S. R.47E.
Sec. 22: SW1/4SW1/4 40.00
T.6N,R 44E 29: SW1/4SW1/4 40.00
Sec. 14: Lots 2.3 & 4 54.79
17: Lot4 19.66 Morrow County (786 acres)
T.1N,R.45E. T.2N..R.27E.
Sec. 1: Lot 7 8.12 Sec. 6: Lot3 40.00
2. Lot 6 3.62
T.4N.,R.26E.
T.11/2N.,, R45E. Sec. 8: S1/2NE1/4, N1/25W1/4 160.00
Sec. 35: Lots1,2 & 3 3.53
T.5N.,R.27E.
T.5N,R.45E. Sec. 20: Unlotted portion of NW1/4SW1/4 18.00
Sec. 10: SE1/4NW1/4 40.00
11: NE1/4ANW1/4 40.00 T.3S.,R.23E.
Sec. 31: Lots2.3, & 4, E1/2SW1/4, W1/25E1/4,
T.2N.,, R451/2 E. SE1/4SE1/4 354.10
Sec. 6: Lot 2 7.19 32: SW1/4SW1/4 40.00
T.2N..R. 46 E. T.1S.,R.24E.
Sec. 30: Lot 7 14.79 Sec. 24: Lot 2 39.81
T.3N.,,R.48 E. T.25.,R29E.
Sec. 34: SE1/4NW1/4 40.00 Sec. 1: NW1/4SE1/4 40.00
T.5N., R. 46 E. T.4S.,R.29E.
Sec. 6: S1/2NE1/4, W1/2SE1/4 160.00 Sec. 3: Lots 1,2,3,&4 61.96
Sec. 3: SE1/4SW1/4 40.00 4: lots1&2 32.00
9: SE1/4NE1/4 40.00
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Description Acreacie
Union County (1275 acres)
T.1N, RA41E.
Sec. 19: SE1/45E1/4 40.00
T.4S,R.35E.
Sec. 4: NE1/4SW1/4 40.00
17: SE1/4SE1/4 40.00
T.4S8.,R.39E.
Sec. 29: N1/2NW1/4 80.00
T.58.,R.39E.
Sec. 1: NE1/4SW1/4 40.00
3: NE1/4SE1/4 40.00
14: NE1/4NE1/4, W1/2SE1/4 120.00
T.1S,R.40E.
Sec. 15: NE1/4SW1/4 40.00
T.5S,R.40E.
Sec. 15: NW1/4ANW1/4, NE1/4SW1/4 80.00
22: SW1/4NE1/4 40.00
T.65.,R.40E.
Sec. 3: SW1/4NE1/4 40.00
13: SW1/4NEV/4 40.00
24: SW1/4SE1/4 40.00
25: NE1/4aNW1/4 40.60
26: Lot 1 40.87
T.68.,R.41E.
Sec.20: SE1/4ANW1/4 40.00
21: E1/2NW1/4 80.00
28: NE1/4NW1/4 40.00
30: Lot3 40.80
33: SW1/4SW1/4 40.00
34: NW1/4NE1/4 40.00
36: Lots 1,2,3,4,5,6,7 & 8,
NW1/4NE1/4 123.47
T.65.,R.42E.
Sec. 30: W1/2NE1/4 80.00
31: Lot 3, excepting that portion
in MS 680 30.00
Baker County (11,628 acres)
T.13S§.,R. 36 E.
Sec. 15: SW1/ANE1/4 40.00
T.12S.,R. 37 E.
Sec. 13: SE1/4NW1/4, NE1/4SW1/4 80.00
14: SE1/4NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4 120.00
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Description Acreage
T.13S.,R.37E.
Sec. 5: §1/2NE1/4 80.00
9: NE1/4NE1/4 40.00
15: E1/2NE1/4 80.00
27: NW1/4SW1/4 40.00
30: SE1/4NW1/4 40.00
T.14S,,R.37E.
Sec. 6: Lot3 37.73
T.12S.,R.38E.
Sec. 2: Lot 2, SW1/45E1/4 79.53
4: Lot3 40.73
22: NE1/4SE1/4 40.00
T.138.,R.38E.
Sec. 19: E1/25E1/4 60.00
20: W1/25W1/4,
NE1/4SW1/4 NW1/4SE1/4 160.00
T.14S.,R. 38 E.
Sec. 4: Lot 3, SE1/4NW1/4 80.44
T.7S.,R.39 E.
Sec. 26: W1/2SE1/4, SE1/4SE1/4 120.00
35: N1/2NE1/4 80.00
T.9S,R.39E.
Sec. 8: Unnumbered Lot 0.78
T.10S.,R.39E.
Sec. 13: W1/2NE1/4, SE1/4NW1/4, W1/25W1/4,
SE1/45W1/4 240.00
14: SE1/4SE1/4 40.00
33: SW1/45W1/4 40.00
T.11S.,R.39E.
Sec. 2:Lots1 &2 70.17
31: Lot3 33.37
T.12S5. R.39E
Sec. 5: Lot 1, SE1/4NE1/4 72.48
T.68,,R.40E.
Sec. 18: Lot 6 10.42
T.7S.,R. 40 E.
Sec. 26: NE1/4NE1/4 40.00



Desgcription

T.9S,R.40E.
Sec.26: S1/2NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, NW1/4NW1/4,

Acreage

N1/2SW1/4, W1/2SE1/4 360.00
27: B12NEV/4, SW1/4ANE1/4,
NE1/4SE1/4 160.00
34: SW1/ANW1 /4, W1/25W1/4,
SE1/4SW1/4 160.00
35: NW1/4NE1/4 40.00
T.108.,R. 40 E.
Sec. 1: That parlof Lot 1 in the S1/2NE1/4,
That part of Lot 2 in the N1/2NE1/4,
N1/25E1/4 240.20
3: That part of Lot 1in the SW1/4NW1/4,
That part of Lot 2 in the NW1/4NW1/4,
NW1/4SW1/4 120.37
T.11S5.,R. 40 E.
Sec. 6: SE1/4NE1/4 40.00
T.12S., R. 40 E.
Sec. 28: NW1/45W1/4 40.00
29: SE1/45W1/4 40.00
T.13S.,R.40E.
Sec. 2: Lot 3 40.44
9: SE1/4NW1/4, NE1/4SW1/4, SE1/4 240.00
10: N1/25W1/4 80.00
T.7S.,R.41E.
Sec. 1: NW1/4SW1/4 40.00
4: Lots 3 & 4, SE1/45W1/4,
NE1/45SW1/4 160.80
7. Lotsl &2 74.30
11: SW1/4SE1/4 40.00
12: SW1/45W1/4 40.00
14: SE1/4NE1/4, NW1/ANE1/4 80.00
23: SE1/4NW1/4 40.00
26: SE1/ANE1/4, E1/28W1/4, SE114 280.00
35: N1/2NE1/4, NE1/4ANW1/4,
SE1/4NE1/4 160.00
T.85.,,R.41E.
Sec. 7: Lot4 39.34
9: W1/28E1/4 80.00
19: N1/2NE1/4 80.00
28: N1/25E1/4 80.00
T.95,R.41E.
Sec. 24: NW1/4SW1/4 40.00

Description Acreage
T.I08,R.41E.
Sec. 9: NE1/4NE1/4 40.00
10: SE1/4SEt1/4 40.00
12: S1/2NE1/4, SE1/4SE1/4 120.00
13: NE1/4NE1/4 40.00
14: E1/2NW1/4, NE1/4SW1/4 120.00
15: N1/25W1/4, SE1/4SW1/4 120.00
18: N1/25E1/4 80.00
21: NE1/4NE1/4, SE1/4NW1/4 80.00
22: NW1/4NW1/4 40.00
T.8S.,R.42E.
Sec. 24: E1/2E1/2 160.00
T.9S.,R.42E.
Sec. 25: §1/281/2 160.00
35: SW1/4NE1/4, SE1/4NW1/4,
NE1/45W1/4, NW1/4SE1/4 160.00
T.105.,R.42E.
Sec. 6: SW1/4SE1/4 40.00
11: NE1/4SE1/4 40.00
17: SE1/45W1/4 40.00
18: Lot 1, SE1/4SW1/4,E1/2SE1/4 159.23
T.118.,R.42E.
Sec. 3: NW1/4SW1/4 40.00
4: S1/2NE1/4 80.00
8: SW1/4NW1/4 40.00
T.125.,R.42E.
Sec. 13: Portions of Golden Horseshoe Lode,
Freegold No. 4 Lode, CKC Lode 32.02
24: Portions of Mary Lode, Freegold No. 1,
No. 2, No. 4 Lodes 44.22
T.88.,R.43E.
Sec. 19: Lots 1, 2, & 3, W1/2NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4,
NE1/4SW1/4, NW1/4SE1/4 381.15
30: Lots 2, 3, & 4, E1/28W1/4, W1/25E1/4,
NE1/4NE1/4 337.50
29: W1/2NW1/4, NW1/45W1/4 120.00
T.98.,R.43E.
Sec. 15: SW1/45E1/4 40.00
22: NW1/4NE1/4 40.00
30: Lot 3 38.27
31: N1/2NE1/4 80.00
32 SW1/4NW1/4, NW1/4SW1/4 80.00
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Description Acreage
T.10S.,R. 43E.

Sec. 3: SE1/4SE1/4 40.00

4: N1/2SW1/4, SE1/4SW1/4 120.00

5. Lot 3, SW1/4NE1/4, SW1/45SW1/4,

N1/25E1/4 200.00

11: E1/25W1/4 80.00

23: SE1/4NE1/4,N1/2SE1/4 120.00

24: NW1/45W1/4 40.00

26: E1/2NE1/4 80.00
T.115,R. 43E.

Sec. 23: N1/2SW1/4, NW1/4SE1/4 120.00

31 SW1/4SE1/4 40.00

35: NE1/4SW1/4 40.00

36: N1/2 320.00
T.125,R.43E.

Sec. 18: Lots 7,9, 16, 11 & 12, Little Bess Lode,

Freegold No. 8 and portions of
Golden Horseshoe,
Freegold No. 4 & No. 5

19: Lot 4, Freegold No. 3, portions of

Freegeld No. 2 and Mary Lode
23: NW1/45W1/4

T.85.,R.44E.

Sec. 13: SE1/4SE1/4
15: Lot3
21: Lots 1 & 2, Ollie Woodman Lode
22: Lot 3

T.9S.R.44E.

Sec. 23: SE1/4ANW1/4, S1/25E1/4
24: SE1/4NE1/4
26: NW1/4NE1/4, SW1/45SE1/4,
E1/2SE1/4
27 NW1/ANW1/4, NW1/4SE1/4
31: E1/25W1/4, NW1/4SE1/4
34: SW1/4SE1/4

T.10S,R. 44 E.

Sec. 2: SW1/4SW1/4
3: NW1/4SE1/4
6: Lots 3 &4
18: Lots2 &3

T.11S,R. 44 E.

Sec. 19: Lot 1
33: SE1/45W1/4

T.12S.,R.44E.
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Sec. 31; Lots 2,3, &4

137.00

101.27
40.00

40.00
27.58
26.00
10.80

120.00
40.00

160.00
60.00
120.00
40.00

40.00
40.00
77.21
77.39

9.70
40.00

130.62

Description

Acreage
T.8S.,R.45E.
Sec. 28: Wi1/2W1/2SE1/4SWH1/4 10.00
T.95,R.45E.
Sec. 19: Lots 2,3, & 4, E1/25W1/4 197.87
30: Lot 3 39.48
35: E1/25W1/4 80.00
T.11S., R45E.
Sec. 12: S1/2NE1/4,N1/2SE1/4 160.00
T.13S.,R.45E.
Sec. 30: Lot 3 40.06
T.14S.,R.45E.
Sec. 19: SW1/4NE1/4, W1/2SE1/4 120.00
30: N1/2NW1/4NE1/4 20.00
T.75.,R.46E.
Sec. 25: E1/2E1/2, NW1/4ANE1/4 200.00
36: E1/2NE1/4, NE1/4SE1/4 120.00
T.85.,R. 46 E.
Sec. 1: Lot 2 40.00
T.9S.,R.46 E.
Sec. 11: SW1/4NE1/4 40.00
T.11S.,R. 46 E.
Sec. 7: Lots1,2,3 &4,E1/25W1/4,
N1/2SE1/4 320.96
T.75.,R.47E.
Sec. 30; Lots 1,2,3,& 4 166.48
31: Lots 1 &2, NE1/4NE1/4,
S1/25W1/4NE1/4 142.40
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